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tion which would extend the provisions of the act to regulate
commerce; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-

merce. :

Also, petition of oflicers of the Fifteenth Infantry Regiment,
of New York, favoring legislation proposed or favored by the
National Guard Association; to the Committee on Military
Affairs.

By Mr. DARROW : Resolution of District Association No. 1
of the Graduate Nurses' Association of Pennsylvania, urging
legislation providing relative rank for members of the Army
Nurse Corps; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. DYER : Petition of St. Louis Chamber of Commerce,
of St. Louis, Mo., urging the immediate enactment of the AMon-
dell bill, House bill 487 ; to the Committee on the Publie Lands.

Also, petition of W. W. Wheeler, of St. Louis, Mo., opposing
the Moses bill ; to the Committee on Labor.

By Mr. FULLER of Illinois : Petition of the American Defense
Society (Inec.), favoring the Chamberlain-Kahn bill, providing
m&'_ﬂ}miveml military training; to the Committee on Military
A 'S,

Also, petition of the Refior Hardware Co,, of Ottawa, 111, op-

posing Senate bill 2880, relating to the manufacture, storage,
sale, purchase, and use of explosives, ete.; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce,

Also, petition of Stewart-Warner Speedometer Corporation,
of Chicago, I, favoring the passage of House bills 5011, 5012,
and 7010; to t]w Committee on Patents.

Also, pelILlon of Southern Newspaper Publishers’ Association,
tavoring the zone system for second-class mail ; to the Committee
on the Post Office and Post Roads.

Also, petition of sundry citizens of Hamilton, Mo,, favoring
legislation to increase ihe pensions of the Civil War veterans;

“to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. GOULD : Petition of Benevolent and Protect.ive Order:

of Elks, favoring the passage of House bill 5131, providing for
a suitable memorial in honor of the negro sol{][ers and sailors;
to the Committee on the Library.

By Mr. HUDDLESTON: Petition of George C. Bettis and
other ex-service men in support of bill providing for one year's
pay for such ex-service men; to the Committee on Appropria-
tions.

By Mr. LONERGAN : Petition of Waltham Bleachery and Dye
Works, of Boston, Mass., opposing the licensing feature of the
so-called Longworth bill, House bill 8078; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. O'CONNELL: Telegram from R, T. Lyman, of Boston,
Mass., opposing the licensing feature of the so-called Longworth
bill ; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of Best & Co., of New York City, protesting
against the passage of the Siegel bill; to the Committee on Ways
and Means,

By Mr. OSBORNE : Petition of 5,000 citizens of Los Angeles,
Calif., and vicinity, for the repeal of sections 630 and 900 of the
revenue law, which impose taxes upon soda-fountain drinks, ice
cream, and eandy ; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By AMr. RAMSEYEL : Petition of sundry citizens of Wapello
County, Towa, favoring the passage of House bill 5218; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. RIORDAN: Petition of War Camp Community Serv-
ice, of New York City, urging support of Senate bill 2535; to
the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. STEENERSON : Petition of R. M. Sheldon, of Thief
River FPalls, Minn,, favoring legislation proposing exemption of
farm-mortgage lonns from taxation; to the Committee on Ways
and Means, :

By Mr. YATES: Pet.ltl.on of the National Association of Ho-
siery & Underwear Manufacturers (Inc.), protesting against
House bill 8078 ; to the Committee on Military Affairs,

Also, petition of J. Ivan Dappert Post, of the American
Legion of Illinois, Taylorville, Ill., by Samuel B. Herdman, pro-
testing against the restoration to duty in and honorable dis-
charge from the Army with all back pay and allowances of con-
scientious objeciors; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, petition of the Indiana Sand & Gravel Producers’ Asso-
ciation, Indianapelis, Ind., urging the passage of the Cummins
bill as originally passed by the Senate and not as amended by
the House Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce; to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

Also, petition of Crane Co., Chieago, urging the passage of
House bills 5011, 5012, and 7010; to the Committee on Patents.

Also, petition of C. M. Aldrich, Nebraska City, Nebr., urging
the passage .of legislation providing for military training; to
the Committee on Patents.

Also, petition of the Mississippi Valley Association, New
Orleans, La., favoring the development of water power of the
country, but opposing inclugion in the pending water-power
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bill of any provision that has the effect of repealing the N
lands amendment to the rivers and harbors bill of 1917 ; to ﬂle
Committee on Rivers and Harbors

Also, petition of the Knights of P_vthius Domain of New York,
Haverstraw, N. Y., pledging aid to Government in stamping out
Bolshevism ; to the Commitiee on Military Affairs.

Also, petitlon of E. B. Peter, Chicago, Ill., urging the passage
of Senator CHAMBERLAIN’S bill relative to the release of court-
martinled soldiers, sailors, and marines; to the Committee on
Military Affairs.

SENATE.
Tuurspay, September 25, 1919.

The Chaplain, Rev. Forrest J. Prettyman, D. D., offered ihe
following prayer:

Almighty God, lead us by Thy grace and wisdom unto the
duties of this day. With the far-seeing vision of men who have
come to their duty from the place of God and who are perform-
ing their tasks under the influence and inspiration of Thy holy
Spirit, may we to-day do that whieh is well pleasing in Thy sight,
and add something to the total of the uplift of mankind and the
advancement of the interests of all the people of this country.
For Christ's sake. Amen,

On request of Mr. Nersox, and by unanimous consent, the read-
ing of the Journal of yesterday’s proceedings was dispensed with
and the Journal was approved.

MEAT PACKERS' PROFITS INVESTIGATION,

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, yesterday morning when the
Vice President laid before the Senate the reply of the Federal
Trade Commission to a reselution of the Senate asking for
information I asked that the communication and also the ex-
hibits accompanying it be printed in the Recorp and referred to
the Commiftee on Agriculture and Forestry. I find upon an
examination of the Recorp that the communication was printed
in the Recorp, but the exhibits were not printed. The exhibits,
I understand, in this case contain most of the meat of the
coconut, and since they were ordered printed yesterday I ask
that the three exhibits attached to the communication of the
Federal Trade Commission be printed in the REcorp.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? The Chair
hears none. The Chair desires to say to the Senator from
Nebraska that he does not believe the Recorp can come out to-
morrow if they print those exhibits in if.

Mr. NORRIS subsequently said: Mr, President, this morning
I asked and obtained unanimous consent to ‘have printed in
the Recorp the exhibits that were attached to the Federal Trade
Commission’s report that came in yesterday and that were
omitted from the Recorp. Upon consultation with several Sen-
ators, it is deemed best that this matter be published as a Senate
document instead of being printed in the Recoxn. 1 therefore
ask unanimous consent to have the report and the exhibits
printed as a Senate document, and if that is granted I shall
withdraw my former request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. McCumser in the chnir)
If there be no objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. NORRIS. I now withdraw the request T made this morn-
ing to have the matter printed in the REcomp.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The order for the printing in
the REcorp is rescinded.

MESSAGE FROM THE 1IOUSE.

A message from the House of Representatives, by D. K.
Hempstead, its enrolling clerk, announced that the House had
passed a joint resolution (H. J. Res. 208) authorizing the Sec-
retary of War {o expend certain sums appropriated for the
support of the Army for the fiscal years ending June 30, 1919,
and June 30, 1920, at Camp A. A. Humphreys, Va., in which it
requested the concurrence of the Senate.

The message also announced that the House agrees to the
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H. It. 9091) granting the
consent of Congress to the county of Hennepin to construct,
maintain, and operate a bridge across the Minnesota Itiver.

The message further announced that the House had passed
the bill (8. 641) to amend section 10 of an act entitled “An act to
provide for the operation of transpertation systems while under
Federal control, for the just compensation of their owners, and
for other purposes,” approved March 21, 1918, with amendments,
in which it requested the concurrence of the Senate.

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED.

The message also announced that the Speaker of the House
had signed the.enrolled bill (8. 2072) to extend the cancellation
stamp privilege for the Roosevelt Memorial Association, and it
was therenpon signed by the Vice President.
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PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS,

Mr. BRANDEGEE presented a memorial of the Nineteenth Bi-
ennual State Convention of the Ancient Order of Hibernians
and Ladies’ Auxiliary of the Ancient Order of Hibernians at
Danbury, Conn,, remonstrating against the ratification of the
proposed leagne of nations treaty, which was ordered to lie on
the table.

Mr. LODGE presented a memorial of sundry citizens of Bos-
ton, Mass., and a memorial of the St. Brendan Society of Boston,
Mass,, remonsirating against the ratification of the proposed
league of nations treaty, which were ordered to lie on the table,

He also presented a petition of the congregation of the First
Methodist Church of Aberdeen, Wash., praying for the with-
drawal of the Japanese from Korea, which was referred to the
Committee on Foreign Relations.

Mr. PHELAN presented a petition of a committee appointed
by the mayor of San Francisco, Calif., praying for the adoption
of a free zone system, which was referred to the Committee on
Commerce.

BILLS INTRODUCED. y

Bills were introduced, read the first time, and by unanimous
consent the second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. JONES of Washington : r

A Dbill (S. 3076) authorizing suits against the United States
in admiralty suits for salvage services and providing for the
release of merchant vessels belonging to the United States from
arrest and attachment in foreign jurisdictions, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Commerce.

By Mr. McKELLAR:

A bill (8. 8077) to provide for the transportation to their
homes of the remains of persons who died abroad while in the
military service, and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Military Affairs,

By Mr. GERRY :

A bill (8. 8078) for the relief of ‘Charles B. Malpas; to the
Committee on Claims,

By Mr. BRANDEGEE:

A bill (8. 3079) for the allowance of certain claims of the
guards and watchmen employed at munition plants and allied
trades at Bridgeport, Conn., subsequent to May 1, 1918; to the
Committee on Claims.

By Mr. NELSON:

A bill (8. 3080) granting a pension to Charles A. Dilley; to
the Commitiee on Pensions.

By Mr. HARRIS:

A bill (8. 3081) to construct a public building for a post office
at the city of Waynesboro, Ga.; to the Committee on Public
Buildings and Grounds.

A bill (8. 3082) granting an increase of pension to Mary A. C.
Kaigler; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. SHEPPARD:

A bill (8. 8083) directing the Court of Claims to investigate
the claim of T. T. Murphy for compensation for injuries re-
ceived in Government service (with accompanying paper) ; to
the Committee on Claims.

A bill (S. 3084) permitting actions on claims against tele-
graph, telephone, marine cable, or radio companies during
Federal control; to the Committee on Interstate Commerce.

HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION REFERRED.

H. J. Res. 208. Joint - resolution authorizing the Secretary of
War to expend certain sums appropriated for the support of the
Army for the fiseal years ending June 30, 1919, and June 30,
1920, at Camp A. A. Humphreys, Va., was read fwice by its title
and referred to the Committee on Military Affairs,

TREATY OF PEACE WITH GERMANY.
Mr. CUMMINS. Mr. President, I desire to give notice that to-

morrow, at some convenient time when I can get recognition, I
shall address the Senate upon the German treaty.
BILLS OF EXCHANGE,

Mr. McLEAN. I ask unanimous consent to move that the bill
(H. R. T478) to amend sections 5200 and 5202 of the Revised
Statutes of the United States as amended by acts of June 22,
1906, and September 24, 1918, be taken up in order that the point
of order made by the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. LExroor]
may be disposed of. That point of order was pending when the
Senate went into executive session day before yesterday. I
have no objection to its being disposed of, and after it is dis-
posed of I want to move that the bill be recommitted to the
Committee on Banking and Currency.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there further morning business?
The Chair hears none.

Mr. NELSON. I ask unanimous consent for the present con-
sideration of Senate joint resolution 102 on the calendar.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Connecticut has
preferred a unanimous-consent request. The Chair believes that
the point of order is now before the Senate, that it is a question
of the very highest moment to determine what is the decision of
the Senate with reference to the point of order made by the
Senator from Wisconsin. Unless there is an objection, the Chair
will state the question. Shall the ruling of the Chair stand as
the decision of the Senate?

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, I shall take only a mement in
recalling to the Senate just what is the point of order that was
discussed the other day.

This bill it is admitted was never considered by ithe Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency. It is admitted that there was
never any vote in that committee upon the bill. It is admitted
that the bill came before the Senate upon an individual poll of
Senators constituting a majority of the committee. The point
of order made is that the bill is improperly upon the calendar,
is improperly before the Senate, and in fact is still before the
committee, and the decision of the Chair ruling to the contrary
is appealed from. It does not seem that there ought to be any
question about this proposition. Jefferson’s Manual is explicit
in that a committee can not act except when they meet and
assemble together and vote.

- I want especially to call the attention of the minority, who
the other day voted to sustain the ruling, as to the position they
will be in in the future in regard to legislation if the ruling
should be sustained. If the ruling is sustained any Senator who
is a member of a committee and chose to do it could send a bill
to the Secretary’s desk purporting to be the act of the committee
without even a poll of the members of the committee and get the
bill upon the ealendar, and the Senate would be compelled to
act upon it as if it was properly upon the calendar. I was
amazed, Mr. President, at the vote upon the other side upon the
proposition.

Is it possible that the Senate of the United States is to make
a precedent now that a bill referred to a committee need never
be considered by that committee, that the minority members
of the committee shall not have the right to meet in the com-
mittee and discuss it and deliberate upon it and propose amend-
ments to it? If the majority members of a committee, in order '
to cut off the right of the minority, prefer to take the course
of merely going to majority members and gefting their consent
to the reporting of a bill, what protection has the minority?
No protection whatever. It is absolutely destrustive of the
right of individual Senators. It is absolutely ¢estructive of
the right of members of committees.

Mr. President, the difficulty of securing quorums of coni-
mittees came up not many years ago, and an ymendment to the
rules was adopted at the suggestion of the then Senator from
Arkansas, Mr. Clarke. There was n very long debate upon
the adoption of that amendment to the rules, and it was ad-
mitted by every Senator that it was absolutely necessary to
meet in committee in order to give validity to a report of a
committee, It was provided that a quorum might consist of
one-third of the membership of any committee if the committee
so voted, but, in order to protect the rights of the minority, it
was also provided that in that event a bill could not be re-
ported unless the report was concurred in by a majority of the
full committee; in other words, it was provided that while one-
third of the membership of the committee might constitute n
quorum, a majority of such a quorum could not report a bill,
but that such report required a majority of one-fourth of the
entire membership of the committee. That rule was adopted
with that understanding.

But what have we before us now? We have now a proposition
proposed to be sustained by the minority that no meeting of a
committee is necessary at all; that instead of one-third of the
committee being necessary to constitute a quorum, it is not
necessary to have anyone present in the committee room; that
it is not even necessary to hold a meeting of the committee In
order to give validity to a report.

Mr. JONES of Washington. The Senator said “a majority
of one-fourth.” The Senator means, I assume, a majority of
one-half,

Mr. LENROOT. A majority of one-half of a majority, con-
stituting at lenst one-fourth of the entire membership of the
committee.

Mr. McCUMBER. May I ask the Senator a question, merely
for the purpose of having his own view upon a certain phase of
the case?

Mr. LENROOT. Certainly.

Mr. McCUMBER. 1 agree with the Senator entirely that a
proposed report signed by members outside of the committee
room is not the action of the committee in law or in fact; but
suppose that such a report is presented in that form ecarrying
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the signatures of a majority of all of the committee, and the
Senate understands that it comes in that form; and with that
understanding, without objection upon the part of a single
Member of the Senate, the matter is considered by the Senate,
is amended and passes through the Senate as in Committee of
the Whole, is again discussed and amended in the Senate, and
ultimately reaches the point of a final vote in the Senate, can
any Senator at that time raise the objection that the bill has
not been considered by the committee and force it back to com-
mittee? In other words, can all of the consideration and action
by the Senate be destroyed through all of these several stages
by a mere objection at the very point when the bill comes up
for a final vote? In other words, iz there such a thing as a
walver of the rule by the action of the Senate?

Mr. LENROOT. Mpr. President, I am very glad to answer the
question of the Senator from North Dakota. I say there is and
can be no waiver of the rule of the Senate under the rules of
the Senate. That has been held very recently by the Vice I'resi-
dent in a case that he well remembers, the point being raised
by the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. Harrisox] as to whether
a point of order could be made after the Senate had proceeded
with the consideration of a bill. The House rule is to the con-
trary, but the Senate rule expressly providing that a point of

order may be made at any stage of the proceedings, the Chair

very properly held that the point of order could be made at
any time,

Mr. McLEAN rose.

Mr. LENROOT. Just a moment. I should like o finish my
reply to the Senator from North Dakota [Mr. McCumser].

The point here is that the Senate has no jurisdiction of this
bill. It is exactly analogous to a ease in the civil courts where
at any time, even after a decree is entered, if it develops that
the court has not jurisdiction, no matter how far the proceed-
ing has gone, it all must fall, of course. That is exactly the
principle applied to this case. But even though it were other-
wise, Mr. President, if a bill comes to the Senate, presumably
in regular form,-appearing upon the calendar in regular form,
so that Senators have the right to believe that the committee
to whom that bill was referred has acted upon it in a regular
way, if later in the proceedings it develops for the first time,
and then comes to the knowledge of the Senate for the first time,
that that bill has never been acted on by the committee, surely
it can not be said that there is any waiver in that case. That is
exactly the situation with reference to this bill.

On the last day the bill was considered, at the very conclusion
of its consideration, it developed for the first time that there
had never been a meeting of the committee; it was then stated
by members of the committee that the bill had been reported
upon a poll of the committee; and I want to say to the Senate
that at that time I stated, and there were other Senators who
stated—the Senate had just concluded the consideration of the
bill and it was going over—that we proposed to make the point
of order; and I made the point of order at the first opportunity
when the bill again came up.

Mr, POINDEXTER and Mr. ASHURST addressed the Chair.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Wisconsin
yield; and if so, to whom?

Mr. LENROOT. 1 yield first to the Senator from Washington,

Mr., POINDEXTER. Does the Senator from Wisconsin
claim that the Senate would not have jurisdiction to consider
and to act upon a bill without referring it to a committee?

Mr. LENROOT. It could only do so by unanimous consent,
The Senate can do anything by unanimous consent.

Mr. POINDEXTER. We can not change the rules of the
Senate by unanimous consent.

Mr. LODGE. The rules may be suspended by unanimous con-
sent.

Mr. POINDEXTER. That may be done, although ihere is a
provision that notice must be previously given before the rules
can be suspended. Does the Senator from Wisconsin elaim
that the Senate could not by a majority vote recommit a bill to
a committee?

Mr. LENROOT. The Senate could do that if the bill were
bhefore the Senate; but the point is that this bill is not before
the Senate.

It happens to be physieally in possession of the Secretary of
the Senafe; it happens to be placed upon the calendar, the
Secretary presuming, of course, that it was reported and that
the report was the report of the committee. Now, however, it
develops that the committee had never considered the bill;
that it had never voted to report it: that it had never author-
ized the chairman to make a report. The bill is physically
here, but it is not within the jurisdiction of the Senate.

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator
from Wisconsin another question right here? -

Mr. LENRROOT. Yes.

Mr. McCUMBER. Suppose, however, that without refer-
ence to a point of order being raised, or, If it were raised, that
a bare majority of the Senate should vote that the bill was
properly before the Senate notwithstanding the faet recited
by the Senator from Wisconsin, and the bill should finally be
passed by the Senate and by the other House, does the Senator
from Wisconsin claim that it then would not be a valid law?

Mr. LENROOT. Oh, no.

Mr. McCUMBER. Then it would naturally follow that a
bill may be taken possession of by the Senate and finally dis-
posed of by the Senate notwithstanding the fact that the com-
mittee did not act on it in committee?

Mr. LENROOT. If the Senate wishes to violate Its rules,
yes. The Senator, of course, is very familiar with the well-
settled principle of law that it is the final act of the legislative
body upon a bill that determines its validity. Every rule might
be violated; a bill might not be in possession of the Senate at
all; and yet, if the Senate acted upon that bill and sent it
over to the House, although it might have been before the
committee and never have come properly hefore the Senate, and
the House concurred in it and the President signed it, it would
be a valid law, because the eouris will never inquire into ihe
parliamentary stages preceding the passage of a bill. I now
yield to the Senafor from Arizona.

Mr. ASHURST. I beg the Senator’s pardon. I desired to
oceupy five or six minutes, and I will not interrupt the Senator
now.

Mr, LENROOT. 1 will conclude in just a moment.

Mr., McCUMBER. Mr. President, let mo ask the Senator right
here does not the conclusion of the Senator’s own argument
mean that, even though the rule has been violated so far as the
report by the committee is concerned, the Senate may lawfully
get hold of the bill again and pass it, and that it will be valid
when it is passed only beeause it was lawfully before the Senate?

Mr, LENROOT. The Senate can hreak every rule if it chooses
that it has enacted for the conduet of its proceedings. It need
not refer a bill to a committee at all, although the rule expressly
provides that it shall; and if the Senate should refuse to do that
and pass the bill it would be a valid law, of course; but we are
acting under the rules of this body, and under the rules of this
body this bill is not before the Senate, is not within the juris-
diction of the Senate, and can not be within the jurisdiction
of the Senate without violating the rules of the Senate. That
is the point. Now, I wish to repeat

Mr, SMITH of Georgin. Mr. President, may I ask the Senato
a question? .

Mr. LENROOT. Yes.

Mr. SMITH of Georgin. What becomes of the amendments the
Senate put on this bill?

Mr. LENROOT. The action of the Senate, if the point of
order is sustained, is of no avail whatever, any more than the
action of a court upon a case not within its jurisdiction has any
validity.

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to
a further question in that connection?

Mr. LENROOT. Yes.

Mr. ROBINSON. Do I understand the Senator to assert that,
the announcement having been made in the Senate some days
ago that this bill had been reported by a poll and without a
formal meeting of the committee, and the Senate having con-
sidered the bill for several days and amended it and no point
of order up until that time having been made, if the point of
order be now made and sustained that the Senate has no juris-
diction of the bill, that such action ipso facto reverses the ac-
tion of the Senate on the amendments heretofore agreed to?
Does the Senator assert that sustaining the point of order now
affects the proceedings of the Senate in relation to the amend-
ments?

Mr. LENROOT.
to that proposition.

Mr. ROBINSON. If the Senator will pardon me, there is not
only doubt about it in the minds of some of us, including myself,
but, in my opinion, his proposition ean not be maintained efther
in sound reason or good argument.

The Senator will concede that the Senate might have pro-
ceeded to the consideration of this bill by unanimous consent,
it being known to the Senate and announced on the floor that the
report had been made by poll rather than after a formal meet-
ing of the committee. The Senate having acted upon the matter,
if the bill goes back to the committee now it goes with the
amendments adopted by the committee, unless the Senate by
formal action reconsiders the amendments heretofore adopted.

The Senator, in making his statement of the facts relating
to this case, did not state all of the facts which, I believe, are
germane to a fair consideration of the peint of order; and if

Of course it does; there can be no doubt as
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he will pardon me for supplementing his statement in his time,
1 will do so. The facts are that this bill was referred to the
committee on August 1, 1919; on August 15, 1919, it was re-!
perted without amendment, according to the reeord. It appears
to be true that the committee held no formal meeting, but that
a majority of the committee, pursuing a custom which has!'
obtained in the Senate for many years, agreed to the report:
by the process that we know as a poll of the committee, and
subsequently the Senate, on motion, proeeeded to the considera-
tion af the bill. The statement was made during the eourse of |
the debafe on the bill repeatedly that mo formal meeting of the!
scomimittee had Leen had, but that the report had been made as|

a result of a poll. Amrm(lments were propused and agreed to.
In the meantime the chairman of the cemmittee, the Senator
from ‘Comnecticut [Mr. McLeax], in order fo obviate fhat:
difficulty, called a formal meeting of the committee. He took
extraardinary precaution to protect the rights of members .of
the commitiee and of the committee itself by writing te each
aneutber of the committee, inclosing a copy -of the bill, and stat-.
ing that n meeting of the commitiee would be held to ecm-‘
sider the bill.

After he had done that, a meeting of the cemmittee \uts-
held, and no action was taken by the committee reversing the
action that had theretofore been taken by the precess of a poll
of the wommittee. When the Senate was about ready to wote:
on the passage of the bill, the Senator from Wisconsin made
the point of order that the bill had not been properly reportes,
and the Chair overruled that point ef order, giving as his
reasen the opinion, as 1 understoed the then occupant of the,
chair, that a peint of order was not the proper procedure in!
such .eases; that under the practice of the Senate the proper
procedure when a committee exceeds its jurisdiction wvith|
reference to n bill or u repert is to move te recommit the
bill.

Alr. LENROOT. Will the Senator yl&lt] at that point?

Mr. ROBINSON. Just a And the correciness of
that ruling he supported by reference to the amendment tlmtr
was adopted by the Senate some time ago with respect to con-|
ference reports which did not embrace the reports of Htundingr
committees. That, I understand, is the true history of ithe!
cnse. Further than that, an appeal was taken from the deci-
sion of the Chair, and a aotion was made to lay that appeal nn'
the table, and that motion was lost by a vote of 35 to 37. !

If the Senator will pardon me for further trespassing——

Mr. LENROOT. 1If I anay just say——

Mr. ROBINSON. 1 concede the Senator’s right to ]nroceed
but ask that he yield.

Mr, LENROGT. 1 .do not yield forther for the mement. !

Mr. ROBINSON. Yery well. I, of eourse, will resume myi
seaf.

Mr. LENROOT. Neo; I will yield to the Senator in just u
moment. I want te reply just at that point.

The Senater speaks of the report of a conference committee,
and the change in the rules with reference to a point of order
being made to that. In that case the conference commitiee al-|
ways had jurisdiction to make the report. In every case the'
committee did act——

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, will the Senator yield on tlmt
peint for a moment? !
Mr, LENROOT. Just let me finish this statement, The only
question was whether that .conference commitiee, acting as a
committee properly, had exeeeded its authority; and the rule
was made that where they had exceeded their authority a point
of order might lie. In this case, however, the committee has
not acted at all. There is no report of the committee. The dis-

tinction is very clear.

Now, I yield further.

Mr. ABHURST. Will the Senator please inform the Senate
when he discovered the startling fact that a committee had not
considered this bill? Did he discover it at the moment he made
the point of order, or did he wait until he saw that the bill was
about to be passed, and then, as a last and desperate resort, rush
to this point a month after the bill had been considered in the
Senate?

Mr. LENROOT. There is no warrant whatever for any such
reflection upon the part of the Senator from Arizona.

Mr. ASHURST. I intended none,

AMr. LENROOT. If the Senator will examine the R#conp he
will find when this information first came before the Senate.

Mr. ASHURST. No; but let the Senator answer the guestion.

Mr. LENROOT. I will answer the gquestion—that the Recorp
will show that this information first came to fhe Senate upon the
last day when it was considered prior to my making the point
of order, and I only took such time as was required to look up
the parliamentary situation, and I stated here to other Senators

that T intended to make the point of order. The Senator from
New Jersey [Mr. FreuxcHUYSEN] at the same time said that
he intended to make the point of order. If there could be o
«qgquestion of waiver, there is mo waiver in thiscase,

The VICE IPRESIDENT. The Chair must call the atteation
«of the Senater from Arizena to the fact that he was acting as
Presiding Officer swhen he made the ruling.

Mr. ASHURST. The Senator thanks the Chair,
to make an observation, if the Senator avill permit.

Mr., LZENROOT. I avas about to yield to the Senater Frem
Arkansas first, but T will pield to the Benator from Arizona.

Mr. ASHURST. I have ne pride of .opinion en this gquestion.
1de not pretend te be more familinr with the rules of the Senate
than the average Senator; but, happening to be called to the
chgir, the point of order was made by the Senator from Wis-
«comsin, who now displays se mwuch heat over the matter. T re-
peat T have no pride of opinion whatever,

Mr, LENROOT. Will the Senator yield? T have me heat,
exeept ns to the reflection which the Senator from Arizona was
atte:rmﬁng to cast mpon me.

Mr, ASHURST. [If the Semator thinks that a veflection, I will,
.nf-came, ‘here publicly say that I intended no reflection, exeept
that in my ceuntry the pelee courts would not permit such
trifling ; and 1 :de mot mean, now. tliat the Senator has trified.
What T mean is this: That where a case has been pending for-a
mentlvand impartant proeeedings have been’had, the point comes
too late, But, waiving that question, because our rules say that
the point cam be made at any time, this mattr can be settled
easily, in my judgment, and this will mddress itself to the mind
of oy lawyer. 'There is mot a lawyer in this Chamber but fhat
will see the Toree of this suggestion mpon which dthe hair
predicated the ruling and which has precipitated all of this
trouble.

1 assert here that for a hundred years when conferees ex-
ceeded their jurisdiction the remedy avas te meve to recommit.
The se-called Curtis amendment to the rules—a wery good
amendment, too—was adepted in the Sixty-fifth Congress, Tt is
now subdivigion 2 of Rule XXVII. 'That rule provided that—

Conferers shall mot insert in their matter not committed to
sthom by eifber Honse, nor shall they from the bill matter agreed
to by both Houses, II new matter is ingerted dn the report, or if mat-

ter which was agreeil to by both Iouses is stricken from the Lill,
‘point of erder may be made ag¥inst The veport.

For u hundredl years points of order would mot He agninst

and desives

|| eonference reports where the conferees exceeded their jurisdic-

| tion. For a hundred years points ef order awvould not lie against
the reports of standing committees when they execeeded their

|| Jurisdiction and reported back .a bill without a guorum of the

«conmuittee considering the bill. Tora hundred years the method
of procedure was to move to recommit. But the Senate todk
up the subject of reports of conference committees, and said
that hereafter, as to the reports of conference committees, when-
ever the conference committees exceeded their jurisdiction the
remedy should be by point of order. The Senate did not see fit
‘to deal with the reports of standing committees; and every
Iawyer whe ever tried a case knows that the expression of one
thing is the exclusion of the other. If the Senate had intended

| to apply the rule to stonding committees, it weonld not have

sélected eonference committees and ther excluded standing coms-
mittees. The then occupant of the chair was hound to rule on
that question in that way, and, he repeats, has no pride of
upinion, ne pride of expression; but is the Senate to be trifled
with—and 1 again assert to fhe Senator from Wisconsin that I
mean no reflection-—but are we to do useless, idle things? Are
we to sit here and gravely discuss a bill for a month, amend the
bill, and then find that the committee is master, and not the
Benate? The committee is only n creature of the Senate.

T have sald this much upon the solicitation of Senators on
‘both sides of the Chamber who are interested in the ruling. T
regret the mecessity of having said it; but, to my mind, the
Chair could have made no other Tuling except thmt one which
addressed itself to lawyers. .

T fhank the Senator from Wisconsin for yielding to me.

Mr. LENROOT., Mr, President, T do not guestion Tor a
moment that the Senator who made this ruling has used his
very best judgment; but let me draw his attention to the dis-
tinction that should be made between the case that he spenks
of and fhis case, and T am sure it will readily appeal to him
as a lawyer.

Suppose that n bill haidl been referred to o conference com-
mittee and some member of that committee, without the con-
ferees ever meeting or ever considering the bill, undertook to
make to the Senate what purperted to be a cenference report,
svhen it was not a conference report at all. Does the Senator
think for a moment that a point of order would not lie ngainst
that action?
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Mr. ASHURST. Auswering the Senator’s question, assuming
that the conferees huve signed a conference report and have
never met, a conference report must be signed, and signed
by a majority of the conferees, The reports of standing com-
mittees, however, are not signed. The record can not be im-
peached by the mere statement of a Senator. The record of
the Secretary shows that a report was made. The bill prima
facie stands before the Senate. What does this mean? On
the printed Calendar of the Senate for a month is Order of
Business No. 126, H. R. 7478, reported by Mr. Paige from
the Committec on Banking and Currency. Is the Senate at
all times to suspect that its calendar is an entrapment pro-
ceeding; that the Secretary fills up the calendar each morning
with matters that are improperly there? If a Senator makes
i report, and that report is later to be impeached, and it is to be
asserted that he made it without authority, where do we stand?
Are we children making mud pies and wasting the country’s
time and our own, or are we men engaged in serious business
of the Republic of the United States? Shall we put the plain,
the practical, and the common-sense interpretation upon this
rule? 1 say this with great respect, for the Senator is familiar
with the rules of the House, and he has fallen into error, if
he will pardon me, on that account. I say this courteously,
because I doubt if there be a Member in the other branch of
Congress who is more familiar with the rules of the House
than is the Senator from Wisconsin; but the Senator must
remember that the Senate has never adopted Jefferson’s Manual.
Possibly the Senate should adopt Jefferson’s Manual, but it
has not done so, and I do not believe that Jefferson’s Manual
is referred to in the rules at all, although I do concede that the
philosophy of Jefferson’s Manual is the underlying philosophy
of these rules. Yet just as a statute law repeals the common
law the rules of the Senate have repealed Jefferson’s Manual
wherever they are in express or even implied confiict,

I again thank the Senator.

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, to bring the illustration of
conferees so that it will be exactly like this case the Senator
says that the presumption is when a conference report is signed
that the conferees have met. That is true; but suppose a con-
ference report is signed by only a majority. One of the
conferees does not sign, and when the report is made he gets
up in the Senate and states that there never was a meeting of
the conferces upon the propesition. The chairman of the con-
ferees gets up and says that that is true, that the conferees
never met, but & majority signed the report. Doces the Senator
think that a point of order would not lie?

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, will the Senator yield again?
That question was tested out, not once, but upon numerous ocea-
s;ons in the Senate, where the conferces exceeded their jurisdic-
tion.

Mr. LENROOT. Oh, it is not a case of exceeding their au-
thority. It is a case of making a report.

Mr, ASHURST, All right. That has been tested out, since I
have been in the Senate, two or three times. I remember upon
one distinet oceasion a point of order was made against a re-
port—

Mr. LENROOT. Upon what ground?

Mr., ASHURST. Upon the ground that they had inserted
matter.

Mr. LENROOT. Certainly; but that is not this case. Does
not the Senator see that there is a difference between a report
where they exceeded their authority and a case where there is
no report at all?

Mr. ASHURST. Al right. Granting the Scnator’s position,
1 azain assert that that was not the remedy as to conference
reports until the so-called Curtis rule was adopted; and if a
point of order was the remedy, why did the Senate adopt the
Curtis rule in the Sixty-fifth Congress? Did we again do a vain
thing? Could we reasonably make a point of order against a
conference report and yet at the same time adopt a rule per-
mitting us to make a point of order against a conference report?
Are we to sit here forever spinning all the time and weaving
nothing? Are we never to make progress? There was no such
procedure as a point of order against a conference report until
the adoption of the Curtis rule, If so, why did we adopt the
Curtis rule?

Mr. LENROOT. It is very easy to explain that. That was a
case where they made their report after due consideration, but
had execeeded the authority granted to them by the Senate, I
thought the distinetion was clear to the Senator from Arizona.
I am surprised that it is not. But the Senator from Arizona
now takes the position that while under the rules a point of
order can be made if they exceed their authority, if this ruling
be sustained, and we appoint a conference committee, they never
would have to meet; all they would have to do would be for a

majority of them to sign a report, upon which the conferees
would never vote, upon which the member of the minority has
never had a chance to participate, and it would be a valid docu-
ment. It is absurd and preposterous, Mr. President, that a point
of order would not lie in a case of that kind,

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I want to make one sugges-
tion. The chairman of the committee is desirous of having
the bill recommitted to the Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency. If a motion is made fo that effect and carried, why
would not that settle the matter for the present? In my
opinion, the discussion is to- some extent academie. The ob-
Jjection the Senator from Wiscongin makes could have well
been made when tlie bill was reported; but no objection having
been made at that time, and the Senate having taken up the
bill and considered it and amended it, that is equivalent to
unanimous consent. It is a rule in judicial proceedings that
ordinarily you must make an objection at the proper time.
The proper time to have made the objection, and it would have
been a valid one, was when the bill was reported. But after
the bill had been placed on the calendar and had been taken
up and considered and amended, it seems to me the objection
came too late. T

Mr. LENROOT. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. NELSON. I yield.

Mr. LENROOT. The House of Representatives, as Senators
are well aware, has a rule providing for reserving points of
order, and unless points of erder are reserved, objection can
not afterwards .be made in a ease like the present; but there is
no rule of the Senate which permits the reserving of points of
order; the rule expressly provides that a point of ovder may
be made at any time. If a Senator were compelled to make g
point of order when a bill was reported, and there was no
knowledge, and could be none., upon the part of any Senator,
execept the members of the committee, that they had taken n
poll, how can it be said that the Senator has waived his right?

Mr. KELLOGG. Mr. President, I do not pretend to be an
expert on parliamentary law or the precedents of the Senate,
but there is probably no reason why I should not give my
opinion upon this question.

It seems to me the question is divided into two parts. In
the first place, can a committee act without meeting, simply
upon a poll? In the second place, has the point of order bheen
waived ?

It would seem, as a matter of plain common sense, that the
Senate is entitled to the collective judgment of a committee,
which meets, where everyone is entitled to be present and ex-
press his opinion. We all know that a man does not give the
consideration to a bill when he is approached and asked to
consent to its being reported that he gives when he meets with
a committee and discusses the measure. What the Senate is
entitled to is the judgment of a committee, and I know of no
way by which a committec ean legally act, unless there is some
rule to the contrary, except by meeting and voting upon the
report of a bill. That is the universal law as to boards of di-
rectors of corporations and as to directors of all kinds of
institutions where the law does not provide that they must
meet. The implication is that they must meet, be present and
vote, and that they can not act as a body unless they do meet.
I should say that it would be a very dangerous rule, if commit-
tees of the Senate could simply act by the chairmen polling
them, and I should think if the point of order were made, cer-
tainly when the bill comes into the Senate it would be sent back
to the committee.

AMr. KNOX. Mr. President——

Mr. KELLOGG. I yield.

Mr. KNOX. I am curious to know, then, whether the pdsition
of the Senator would take him so far logically that it would
strike down the practice of Senators being counted for a
quorum? Is that subject to the same objection?

Mr. KELLOGG. T think it is. I do not think Senators ecan
be counted for a quorum if there is an objection made, and T
do not think they should be. I think the committee, in order
to act, must meet, the same as a board of directors.

Mr. NORRIS. May I interrupt the Senator on that particular
point?

Mr. KELLOGG. Certainly.

Mr. NORRIS. Is it not true that it is a universal practice
that is followed without exception that nobody is eounted for a
quorum cxcept by unanimous consent, and that any Member may
object to another easting a vote in thé place of some one else?

Mr. KNOX. That does not fouch the proposition of the
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. Kerrocae]. His proposition, as I
understand it, is that in respect to a corporation, and in respect
to the Senate, what the stockholders are entitled to and what
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the Senate is entitled to is a meeting and an exchange of views
upon any proposition that is submitted. You can not have an
exchange of views if by unanimous consent you let three-fourths
of the committee stay away and the other fourth do the business.

Mr. NORRIS. That is the rule. Of course, it can be waived,
as the aciion on this bill can be walved, by unanimous consent.
If nobody objected some member could cast somebody else's
vote.

Mr. KNOX. That was why I raised the question originally,
to get the view of the Senator from Minnesota on that point.

Mr. RELLOGG. 1 think the Senator is right. If the point
is made, an absentee could not be counted, of course. I had
supposed that to be the practice, because in the committees on
which I have served members have been asked if there was any
objection to the counting of absentees for a quorum. But, of
course, that does not prevent bills being reported upon a poll
of the commitiees having them in charge, and 1 presume that
will always be done, more or less. ITlowever, I should say the
point of order could be made to it.

The next question, which is a different question, is whether
the point of order must be made before the bill is considered
in the Senate. As the object of a committee meeting to consider
a bill is to give the Senate its opinion, and an opinion that is
worth something—because we all know every Senator can not
investigate fully every bill—it would see that the Senate is
just exactly as much entitled to the opinion of the committee
after it has been discussing the bill for one day, or one hour, or
10 minutes, as it was before; and it would seem, until the
hill had been passed, while it is in its preliminary stages, as
though the point of order might be made and the bill sent back
to the committee. Of course, in this I may be mistaken; but it
would seem to me that that would be the practical construction
to be placed upon the rule.

Of course, the object of having the opinion of the committee
is to benefit the Senate. The fact that some one arose to dis-
cuss the bill a few moments would not make it any less neces-
sary that the committee give the bill its attention.

Mr. McCUMBER. DMay I ask the Senator a question right

there?
Mr. KELLOGG. Certainly.
Mr. McCUMBER., 1 think the Scnator will agree that the

Senate, by a majority vote, can discharge a committee and
proceed to the consideration of u bill.

Mr. KELLOGG. Certainly.

Mr., McCUMBER. If the Senate can dischurge a committee
and relieve it of consideration of a bill that has not been
reported on by the committee, can not the Senate, also, by a
motion, proceed to the consideration of a bill that has not been
reported by the committee at all? In this case this bill has
not been reported, we will say, by the committee, We all
agree that it is a primary law that the committee must act
as o committee, and not through its individual members,
Therefore there has been no report of the committee. Buat,
as I understand this case, the Senate, by a vote, a positive vote,
proceeded to fake up this bill and to discuss it and aect on it.
When the Senate, by its own action, votes to consider any bill
that is improperly reported to it, is it not in exaetly the same
position as though it had voted to take up a bill which had
not been reported at all, and to take it away from the com-
mittee?

AMr. SMITH of Georgia. Mr. President

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Minnesota
yield to the Senator from Georgin?

Mr. KELLOGG. T yleld to the Senator from Georgia.

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. Will the Senator allow me to make
this further statement, that the Senate three times took up this
bill, and twice took it up after the Senate had received infor-
mation from the chairman of the Committee on Banking and
Currency as to the manner of the report. The present propo-
sition is not to avoid returning it to the committee but simply
to take up the bill.

The chairman of the committee has asked unanimous consent
to send it back to the committee, and that has been refused,
so the gquestion now is, Where is the bill? If it is in .the
Senate, we can take it up. We do not want to keep it here.
The chairman of the commiitee wants to take it back to his
committee. If it iz not in the Senate, where is it?

Mr. KELLOGG. Mr. President, I will try to answer the
question of the Senator from North Dakota [Mr. McCuMBER].
The rules, as I understand, provide that a committee may
be discharged and the Senate may call for a bill and act
on it. Therefore, that is a proceeding authorized by the rules
of the Sepate. The Senate may at any time, of course, suspend
a rule. But T take it that the pelut of order that a committee
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has not properly reported a bill may be made at any stage
before the bill becomes a law. After the bill becomes u law,
of course, it is too late.

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. Mr. President, will the Senator let
me ask him this question? If the point of order is made and
the bill goes back into the hands of the committee, without the
Senate sending it there, after the Senate had accepted the bill
from the committee and acted upon it and amended it, can the
bill get back to the committee without action now by the Senate?

‘Mr. KELLOGG. I think so. If I should take a bill from the
table of the chairman of the Committee on Interstate Commerce
and report it to the Senate, it would not put the bill in the
Senate so that it would be here, If a point of order were made,
it would go back to the committee.

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. Would it go back with any amend-
ment that might have been made, or as it was originally ?

Mr. KELLOGG. 1 should think it would go without the
amendments, because the amendments have only provisionally
been adopted. For instance, in the case of the telephone bill
last year, it was reported by the committee, a point of order
was made, and it was sent back to the committee.

Mr. McCUMBER. May I ask the Senator a question for the
purpose of determining to what extent his reasoning would
carry him? Suppose a House bill has come before the Senate,
just as it has come before the Senate here, upon a signed, pur-
ported statement of a committée, which is not a report at all.
The Senate acts upon it, without objection, upon metion to
take it up, and the Senate amends the bill. It goes back to the
House, is acted upon by the IHouse, comes back to the Senate,
the Senate disagrees to the amendments that are made by the
House, and a committee of conference is appointed. Does the
Senator from Minnesota think that we could still raise the point
of order that all those steps have been improper, and that the
bill has not been acted upon by the Senate, or the House,
either, and that it must go back to the committee?

Mr. KELLOGG. No; I do not.

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, I want to restate the facts
connected with the history of the report on this bill. I under-
took to do that a few moments ago. The clerk at my request has
prepared a statement, to which I want to call the attention of
the Senate.’

On August 1, 1919, this bill came to the Senate from the
House, was read twice and referred to the Committee on Bank-
ing and Currency.

On August 15, 1919, Mr. Pace, the vice-chairman of the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency, reported the bill to the Sen-
ate, submitting at the time a report, No. 148, which is embraced
in three printed pages.

It has since been revealed that the bill was reported upon a
poll of the committee, and the names of nine Senators appear
upon the title page of the bill, namely, Senators HITCHCOCK,
PacGE, FLETCHER, GRONNA, FRELINGHUYSEN, McLeanN, HENDERSON,
Davip I. WarsH, and Newserry. If 9 out of 16 members of a
committee sign a report on a bill and a formal meeting is after-
ward held and the report adhered to it must be presumed that
the report is valid.

The committee is composed of 16 members. Therefore the
Senators signing the bill constitute not only a majority of a
majority, but more than a majority of the entire membership
of the committee,

September 12, 1919, the bill was considered as in Committee
of the Whole, was read in full, and amendments were suggested.

September 15, 1919, the bill was again considered as in Com-
mittee of the Whole and was amended. An amendment was
proposed by the Senator from Ohio [Mr. PomeresE], which is
now pending.

September 23, 1919, after the Senate had proceeded to con-
sider the bill, the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. Lexroor]
raised his point of order.

In the meantime, as I stated a few moments ago, the Senator
from Connecticut [Mr. McLeax], in order to avoid further con-
troversy about the matter and to escape the criticism of his
committee which is implied in the debate on the point of order,
called a meeting of the committee and expressly served every
member of the committee with notice of the purpose of the meet-
ing and urged him to attend, and at that meeting no Senator
moved or expressed a desire to recede from the former action
taken by the nine members of the committee.

I point out the fact, as I did a day or two ago——

Mr. POMERENE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. ROBINSON. Not now, if the Senator will please ex-
cuse me.

I point out, as 1 did a day or two ago, the fact that thc rules
of this body, ombraeed in an amendment adopted April 12, 1912,
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provide that ne bill shall be reported except by a coneurrence
of a majority of a majority of the committee. I also point
out the fact that the express rules of this body do not require
formal meetings of 'a committee nor preseribe that a com'm:ttee
may not report by poll.

I again renew my statement that for many years it has been
the custom of {he Senate to permit reports of committees by
poll, and that in no instance has the Senate ever resented the
action of a committee in proceeding in that way by sustaining
a point of order after the Senate had considered the bill on
severnl days.

As a matter of fact and of law, you must read into the rules
of the Senate some provisions which are not there before the
point of order can be sustained. The ruling of the then oecu-
pant of the chair, the Senator from Arizona [Mr. Asuurst],
in my humble opinion, was correct. The correct procedure is
to move to recommit the bill, and T support the chairman of
the commitiee In that motion, not becanse I believe that the
committee Lias acted hmproperly or that the nine members of
the committee have sought to impose upon the Senate by pur-
suing the cusiom of the Senate and permitting a poll In order
to report the bill, but because I believe that in the end it will
Taeilitate the final consideration and passage of the bill.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Mr. President, I understood the Senator
from Wisconsin [Mr. Luxnoor] to state that under the ruling
of the Chalr a point of order could be raised at any stage of
the proceedings. I do not know to what rule he refera. If
there has been such a ruling by the Chair——

Mr. LENRQOT. That is'an established rule of the Senate.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Will the Senator be kind enough to read
the rule? !

AMr. POMERENE. It is Rule XX,

Mr. LENROOT. Rule XX is as follows:

A question of order may be raised at any stage of proceedings, cx-
cept when the SBenate is dividing, and, unless submitted to the Senate,
shall Le decided by the presiding officer without debate, subject to an
appeal to the Senate,

Mr. BRANDEGEE. I am familiar with that rule, but T
thought possibly the Senator referred to some other rule that T
did not recall.

Alr. LENROOT. A ruling was made very l'ﬁt&l‘ltl) upon this
identical question, upon a peint of order raised by the Senator
from Mississippi [Mr. HArRISON].

Mr. BRANDEGEE. If that is so, I am not familiar with
that ruling. I assome I was not on the floor at the time it was
made,

It seems to ine, Mr. President, the rule read by the Senator
from Wisconsin that a point of order can be raised at any time
except when the roll is being ecalled, and so forth, does not
menn that a point of order can be raised at any time when the
subjeet to which the point of order pertains is not before the
Senate, I agree that a question of order is a question as to
how we shall proceed at a partienlar time. I do not think the
rule means that when the Senate is considering the third read-
ing of a bill or its engrossment, a point of order can be raised
that the bill had not been properly introduced by a Senator. It
seems to me that the point of order must relate to the order
whieh is then proceeding. -

While T am not a member of the committee that reported the
bill and have no interest in it whatever, I should be very glad
to see it reeommitted so that the committee may make such
changes in the bill as it may desire and report it again. But
it seems to me that after the bill has been reported from the
committee and placed upon the calendar, and a motion made
to proceed to its consideration Dy the Senate has been enrried
and the bill has been before the Senate and has been acted on
partinlly and amended, then it is altogether too late to raise
a point of order that the committee in reporting the bill had not
acted properly or that it really was not an aetual report of the
committee. That point of orddr should have been raised at the
time the committee reported the bill

Mr. LENROOT. The Senator must know that upon'its face
the bill dppears to have heen regularly reported. FHow could
one raise the point of order when upon the face of the bill it is
regular, but it afterwards develops that the report was not a
report at all?

‘Mr. ROBINSON. Tlie remedy is to recommit.

Mr, LENROOT. We can not reserve points of order. If we
coulid, the suggestion of the Senntor would be correct, but the
Tules of the Senate do not permit one to reserve a point of order.

AMr. BRANDEGEE. The argumient that a person did not
have konowledge that n certain matter was subjeet to a point
of order at the time alone at which it could be made is not at
all an argument that a point of order may be made at Home
other time when It is not in order,

I admit the difficulty which the Senator suggests, that when
a Senator reports a bill and the Chair refers it to the calendar,
a Senator can not have any means of knewing that on the
back of the bill there are the signatures of a majority of the
members of the committee. Nevertheless, under the rules of the
Senate that does not make it in order for him, after the third
reading of the bill, or upon its engrossment, to make a point
of order that therc was not a quorum in the commiftee at the
time the' bill was acted upon, or that in the procedure the
Senate had violated some of its own rules prior {o its engross-
ment. . I think the point of order should not lave been enter-
tained. T think it came altogether too late nnd was a point
of order upon & question not then before the Senate ‘at all;
nor do I think the question of jurisdietion

Mr, POMERENE. May I ask the Senator a question?

Mr. BRANDEGE. I yield.

Mr. POMERENE. Assume that the bill is about to be
reached on the calendar, on a regular eall of the calendar or
on a motion to take it up, is it the Senator’s view that no
Senator could raise a question at that time that it had net
been properly considered and reported?

Mr. BRANDEGEE. It Is miy view that it is too Iate.

Mr. ROBINSON. Will the Senator yield to me?
Mr. BRANDEGEE. Certainly.

Mr. ROBINSON. If a Senator desired to raise the question,
he could do it upon a motion to recommit the bill to the com-
mittee.

Alr. BRANDEGER. Bat that would not answer the question
as to whether it is too late to raige a point of order.

Mr. ROBINSON. I agree with fthe Senator that it is too
late to raise the peint of order, and I think the preccdents sus-
tain that view. The point of order could not lie after the
Senate had proeeeded to the consideration of the bill,

Mr. BRANDEGEE. I have not looked up the precedents, I
am simply giving vent to ideas that ocenr to me in a eommon-
sense way.

Mr. SWANSON. Mr. President:

Mr. BRANDEGEE. 1 yield to the Senator.

Mr. SWANSON. I understand the Senator thinks the peint
of erder shouldl have been made before the matter had been
congidered by the Repate. The guestion is when the point of
order may be made that the bill is not properly before the
Senate. It ought to he made when (he bill is hrought into the
Senate; but after a motion Is made to econsider the biil, then the
question of the point of erder would be a point against the econ-
siteration. Is that the Senator’s view?

Mr. BRANDEGEE. My claim i3 that whatever point of
order might properly have been made at the time the bill was
reported, as to the impropriety of its being reported or ns to a
Senate rule having been violated in its consideration by the
committee or in its report by the committee to the Senate, it is
too Inte to raise it at a subsequent stage of the proceedings.
For instanee, the rules provide that’'a bill shall be introduced
by a Member: rising in his place and sending it to the Secre-
tary's desk, whereupon it is read the first time. Suppose a
Senator drops a bill in the basket provided under the rules
for the reception of routine petitions, bills for the correction of
military records, and so fortly and suppose that bill is referred
to n committee and the committee considers it and reports it,
and it goes to the calendar and the Senate, upon due motion
matde, proceeds by an authorized majority vete to the con-
sideration of the measure, and it is considered as in Committee
of the Whole and amended and reported to the Senate, and
the amendments made as in Committee of the Whole are con-
eurred in, and the question is uypon the third reading of the
bill, and then a Senator rises and says, *“ I make the point of
order that the bill was drepped in the basket instead of being
sent to the desk and read by its title” The whole Senate has
proceeded to approve the LIl amd there is nothing required
but its final passage and the fall of the presiding officer’s
gavel to announce the will of the Senate. Is it true that a
point of order as to thé mere routine of its coming before the
Senate could thén be made to bloek out all the proceedings of
the Senate np to that fime?

M. THOMAS. Mr. President—

Mr. BRANDEGEE. T yield to the Senator from Colorado.

Mr. THOMAS. May T ask the Senator if this entire discus-
sion and the basis of it is not an illustration of how not to
do if?

Mr. BRANDEGEE. T think the Senator may be correct. T
think when In the chair yesterday I made 1 rullng on the spur
of the moment which shows how not to-do if in some respects.
The- sttuation was more or less tangled, and T had to rule and
I think I ruled improperly,
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Mr. FLETCHER. 1 would suggest to the Senafor that it is
not claimed here that any rule of the Senate was violated by
either not doing the proper thing or doing something that ought
not to have been done hy the committee. Jefferson’s Manual
is a part of the rules of the Senate. There is no claim that
any rule of the Senate has been violated, On the contrary I
call the Senator’s attention—— y

Mr, LENROOT. The Senator is mistaken about that.

Mr. FLETCHER. What rule of the Senate has been violated?

Mr. LENROOT. The rule that requires a report from a
committee. There has never heen a report,

Mr. FLETCHER. In Rule XXV there is au express provision
ihat committees themselves may control the number that shall
constitute a quormmn of the committee, and also an express pro-
vision that the concurrence of a majority of the committee is
sufficient to bring a measure before the Senate.

Mr. LENROOT. In the committee and after a vote, cer-
tainly.

Mr. FLETCHER. The rule says the concurrence of a ma-
Jority of the comimnitiee.

Mr, LENROOT, In the committee,

Mr. FLETCHER. Here is a report signed by nine members
of the committee. I doubt if you could find a report of a com-
mittee which more completely and accurately represents the
views of a majority of a committee than does this report. It is
the written assent and concurrence of a majority of the com-
mitiee, and not only of a majority of the committee but of 9
members out of 16 in favor of the bill.

Mr. LENROOT. If the Senator from Florida will yield for a
question, I should like to ask him what was the purpose of the
very rule of which he speaks, providing that a quorum might
consist of one-third of the membership of the committee, if no
meeting at all of the committee Is required?

Mr. SMITH of South Carolina. If the Senator from Florida
will allow me, T will read subdivision 3 of Rule XXV in its
entirety in order that the Senate may get the purpose of the
rule.

- QUORUM OF COMMITTEES,

8. That the several standing committees of the Sepnate having a mem-
bership of more than three Senators are hereby respectively authorized
to fix, each for itself, the number of its members who shall constitute a
quorum thereof for the transaction of such business as may be conzid-
cred by said committee ; but in no case shall a committee, acting under
authority of this resolution, fix as a quorum thereof any number lesa
than one-third of its entire membership, nor shall any report be made
to the Senate that is not authorized by the concurrence of more than
one-half of a majority of such entire membership.

The rule provides for the concurrence of one-half of a ma-
jority of the committee. It does not say in committee or else-
where; it does not say anything on that polnt.

Mr. LENROOT. But what was the purpose of the rule? It re-
quires a quorum consisting of one-third of the membership, but,
for the protection of the Senate, although one-third of the
membership might constitute a quorum, a majority of the one-
third could not report a bill. It is very clear to any Senator.
The rule relates to a quorum, and it relates to votes in the com-
mittee,

Mr. SMITH of South Carelina. But we are speaking about
the report the committec made. The rule provides:

Nor shall any report be made {o the Senate that is not authorized—

Can I not as a member of a committee authorize action so far
as I s concerned when some Scnator comes to me while in my
seat and says, “ You are o member of the committee, and I want
you to authorize me to report this bill"? The rule says, “ Not
authorized by the concurrence of more than one-half of a ma-
301"it}’."

Mr. LENROOT. If that were true, why was it necessary to
provide for the number of a committee that should constitute a
quorum?

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Mr, President——

Mr. LENROOT. Will the Senator from Connecticut yield
10 me, as I desire to ask the Senator from South Carolina a
question ?

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Yes.

Mr. LENROOT. Under the theory of ile Senator from South
Carolina, what protection could the minority ever have to secure
the consideration of a bill in committee?

Mr. SMITH of South Carolina. The custom here, as all of
us know, has been to proceed with what is called a working mau-
jority. In the case of the wire-control bill that practice was
called in question, and I suppose on account of an oversight or
ignorance of parlinmentary law on the part of some of us the
rule which I have quoted was not invoked. I confess I did not
then know the rule was in existence. Had I been so advised
I should have maintained that one-third of a majority, or,
In other swords, a working quornm was present; but everyone

knows that 2 majority of the minor bills of the Senate are re-
ported as this one has been.

The protection of which the Senator speaks comes when the
bill is before the Senate. The fact of the matter is that the real
business is done after a bill gets here, and I do not know but
what we would have been better off as to a great many bills if
they had never been referred to a committee to have matters
thrashed over and the minds of members of the committee
prejudiced by the opinions of others before the bill got here.
I do not think the objection raised is at all serious.

Mr. LENROOT. Then if the majority desires to put a bill
through the Senate it ean, without a violation of the rules, de-
prive the minority from ever securing the consideration of a hill
in committee at all.

Mr. SMITH of South Carolina. They could deprive the
minority of that opportunity by providing for a certain number
less than a majority, as provided in this rule.

Mr. LENROOT. Oh, no; I mean by a poll of the majority,
the Republican members. If the Republicans shall at some
time in the future desire to put through a bill, the majority
members ean sign their names on the back of the bill and say
to you Democrats, * We will never give you an opportunity
even to consider this bill in committee,” and you yourselves will
have made the rule.

Mr. SMITH of South Carolina. Yes; but we would disenss
the bill on the floor of the Senate and reach the same end.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Mr. President, the Senator from Wis-
consin [Mr. LExroor] has made allusion to the jurisdiction of a
court as analogous fo this question. I fail to perceive the force
of that suggestion. The question here is not as to the juris-
dietion of the Senate; no one questions the jurisdiction of the
Senate under the Constitution to deal with this measure. The
question here is simply as to whether the bill was properly re-
ported by a committee of the Senate. As I have said, I think
the point of order upon that question came too late. I agree
with the Senators who have suggested that it has been a very
common practice in the case of bills to which there was no par-
ticular known opposition and where it was very difficult to zet a
quorum of the committee, owing to the pressure of other affairs,
for the chairman to send such bills around to members of the
committee, who, after having read them and approved them,
signed their names to them. Their action has rarely been ques-
tioned in the Senate, to my knowledge, as not being a proper
procedure. Yet I am entirely in sympathy with the point of
order made by the Senator from Wisconsin on its merits, if it
had been made at the proper time, because——

Mr. NORRIS. May I ask the Senator from Connecticut a
question there?

Mr. BRANDEGEE, Yes.

Mr. NORRIS. The Senator’s idea of the proper time, I pre-
sume, is when the bill is reported. Now, is not the Senaftor
requiring an impossibility ?

Mr. BRANDEGEE. No; I am not; it may be that the rules
are. The Senator from Wisconsin has already raised that ques-
tion and said that nobody could know when the bill is actually
reported whether it has been considered by the committee.

Mr. NORRIS. I understand that. I agree with the Senafor
from Wisconsin : but I understand the Senator from Connecticut
has a different idea. I have heard his explanation, but it is not
convineing to me. It seems to me that the rule which the Sena-
tor suggests would require an impossibility. The Senator must
know that for all practical purposes it would be requiring an
impossibility and would not accomplish anything. If the Sena-
tor's construction of the rule is right and the point of order
must be made at the time a bill is reported, then we might just
a8 well, it seems to e, abolish committees, because there is not
any doubt that any committee of the Senate at any time can
get a bill legally before the Senate without Senators not mem-
bers of the committee knowing that there has not been a meeting
of the committee.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. 1 understand the difficulty and embar-
rassment suggested by both the Senator from Nebraska and the
Senator from Wiseonsin in that respect, but, Mr. I'resident, the
rules of the Senate and their administration frequently work out
awkward conditions. There is no reason, however, for the
stretching of the rules or for a construction of them contrary to
their evident meaning. As suggested by the Senator from
Arkansas, there is another remedy for such a situation. At
a later time a Senator may be prohibited from availing
himself of the opportunity of making the point of order which
he could have made if he had known about the bill heing
improperly reported from the committee, but the other reuedy
is to move for the recommittal of the bill, which motion is now
pending,
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Mr. NORRIS. AMr. President, may I ask the Senator a ques-
tion in regard to that? :

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Yes,

Mr. NORRIS. 'The Senator, of course, will concede that a
motion to recommif can be made in any event, even if the bill
has been reported properly by the committee?

AMr. BRANDEGEE. Certainly.

AMr. NORRIS. 'The Senator will also concede, I think, that il
a Senator has us a matter of right the privilege of objecting to
the consideration of a bill for any irregularity, a motion fo
recommit the bill does not save that right, because that requires
a majority of the Senate voting on the question the same as any
other motion.

Mr, BRANDEGEL. But a Senator has no right to object to
such a motion any more than to record his vote.

Mr, NORRIS. But there is a right given to a Senator by a
point of order in that it is one he can exercise without the
assistance or acquiescence of any other Senator.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Oh, yes.

Mr. NORRIS. That does not apply o & motion to recommit.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. That comes right back to the same (ues-
tion we are discussing, as to whether the point of order is in
order at the time it is made,

Mr, President, that is all I care to say about this question. I
am in favor of the motion to recommit the bill

Mr, SIMMONS obtained the floor.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Just a moment before the Senator
from Norih Carolina proceeds. The Chair is going to allow on
this question, in accordance with the rule, but two speeches from
now on in this discussion.

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, I think perhaps as much time
has been taken in connection with this matter as ought to be
devoted to it, and yet the more I think of it the more I am con-
vinced that the question at issue is one of very great impor-
tance.

After very serious reflection, I do not think that we could
do a more unfortunate thing for the dispatch of the business
of this body, now congested and likely to be congested so long
as conditions exist which require so much legislation, than to
overturn a practice that has obtained in this body durlng the 18
years I have been a Member of it. It is a practice which has
contributed .enormously to the expedition of the business of
this body, and I have not during my term here discovered any
instance where injustice or wrong has resulied. The propo-
sition needs to be discussed not in its technical features so much
as in its practical features.

If this procedure is to apply to legislation, it must also apply
to uall nominafions that are presented to this body. If fhe
Senate can mnot consider a matter unless a committee las
formally acted in commection with it, neither can it consider a
nomination that is reported back from a committee without
action by the committee while in actual session. Yef my ex-
perience here has taught me that the greater number of bills
reported to the Senate and acted upon have come from com-
mittee without any real commiitee consideration by the full
commiitee, but upon a poll of a committee.. My experierce
teaches me that practically four-fifths of the nominations that
are reported from committees come back without the committees
ever having sat in session upon those nominations. I under-
take to say that, in the present congested condition here, with
a greater amount of legislation required of this body than ever
before has been required in the history ‘of our country, an
amount of legislation that keeps us in session for 9 or 10
months in the year—if we can not consider anything except
bills that are 4cLua113 considercd in committee session, it will
very much delay our action upon legislation.

We have a situation lhere that frequently requires a Senator
to be appointed upon half a dozen committees, two or, three of
them live, active committees, The time of the commitiees is
taken up with the important matters of the Government, with
legislation that really requires the most careful consideration,
and the committees have difficulty in getting committee action
upon those matters. Now, if every little matter, if every little
local bill, if every little rauti.ne bill, every bridge bill, must be
taken up by a committee in actual session and econsidered by a
committee, we will increase the labors of the commitiees two-
fold; and if we add to that requirement that every nomination
must be taken up by a committee and considered in session, we
will increase the labors of the coramittees more than two-
fold, and we will leave ne time for the consideration of.the
more important business of the Senate. I say.that when we
refer to these comnitiees these small, docal matters,. these
matters of relatively trifling importance, we do it perfune-
torily. We do not need the advice of the committee in those
cages. The rule covers them, however, and perfunctorily we

| refer them to the committee, and perfunctorily the committee

reporis them out. The committees do not, under the rule,
report out important measures without consideration; it is
these other less important measures; but this action, if it Is
faken, will cover everything. It will cover the most insignificant
as well as the most important bills; it will eover the most insig-
nificant nominations as well as the most important nominations,
the uncontested as well as the contested nominations; and we
will have a congestion here that will not only be appalling to
the Senators, but it will be obstructive to the legislation of this
country and against the welfare of the people; not in the inter-
est of good legislation but in the interest of hurried and baq
legislation.

Mr. President, 1 say this practice has grown up here. I do
not know how old it is. I know it is at least 18 years old. I
assume that the practice has grown up and has continued unin-
terrupted and without challenge until now because it was the
consensus of the best judgment of this body that it was n good
and o wise practice in the interest of expediting legislation,

Myr. President, I want the Senate to consider for a minute what
might be the condition here in the last days of the session, when
we are hurrying to gef through with the business of the session,
when it very frequently becomes necessary for us to act speedily
and quickly upon a joint resolution that may come here from
the departments, absolutely necessary to continue in motion
the wheels of government. It may relate to the entire appro-
priation of a great department. The failure of its passage
would result in blocking the wheels and the machinery of a
great instrumentality of the Government. We must hurriedly
get that joint resolution or that bill through the Senate. If we
are compelled to send it fo & committee, and then a majority of
that committee must be assembled and act, it will be too late,
I have seen numbers of cases since I have been here where, if
the practice that is now insisted upon had obtained; it wonld
have been impossible for us to pass during the last few days of
the session legislation that was absolutely essential.

Mr. President, I contend that this practice is a construction by -
the Senate of the United States, a long-standing and unques-
tioneq construction, of the meaning of the rule. It Is its con-
struction that a report of a bill as the result of a poll, with
the signatures of a majority of the committee upon the back of
the report, is a substantinl compliance with tlio rule, ought to
cease.

Now, the Senator from Wisconsin says that this practice,
this coustruction, must go for naught, because, forsooth, we
have not jurisdiction of the matter, and if we have not juris-
diction, of course, we have no right or power to act.

Why, Mr. President, it is fundamental in legal practice that
if a court or a legislative body or a municipal body has mnot
jurisdiction of the subject matter, there can be no waiver of
procedure at all which would give vitality to its action; but if
a body have jurisdiction of the subject matter, then every re-
quirement of practice, every rule of practice, can be waived.
Whenever it is ascertained that the court has jurisdiction of
a subject matter, attorneys can waive the failure to serve sum-
mons ; attorneys can waive any limitation of time; attorneys
can waive anything that is connected with the procedure of
the court after it acquires jurisdiction. Will anybody under-
take to say that the Senate of the United States did not
acquire jurisdiction of the subject matter of this legislation
the minute that the bill passed a second reading? It has juris-
diction of the subject matter, and, having jurisdiction of the
subject matter, it may by any practice that it may establish
waive at any time any of the rules of procedure which it has
adopted, Certainly nobody should question the right of the
Senate of the United States to waive by unanimous consent
any rule that is written here after it has acquired jurisdiction.

Mr. President, that is what this rule means. It means that
when certain furmuluks are complied with, the Senate having
acquired jurisdiction of the subject matter, the rules of pro-
cedure may be waived unless there is objection. Now, the
protection is this, and the Senator is absolutely wrong when
he says that we might have a bill here that would be acted
upon without the consent of o majority of the committee—I
have understoood since I have been here that the rule was
this—that when a committee is polled there must be (he eon-
currence of a majority of the committee ; it must be written upon
the back of the bill or vouched for by the stafement of the
chairman reporting it. And even then the practice, as I haye
understood it, was that if there was a single objection to its
report by that method it should go back to the commitice,

Mr. LENROOT. Will the Senator yield?

AMr, SIMMONS. . I yleld. ;

Mr. LENROOT. The Senator misunderstood me. I never
said that a bill eould be reported by a poll of less than a ma-
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jority of the committee. I did say that under the Senator's
position a majority of the committee, without consulting the
minority, could report a bill, and the minority would never have
a right to consider the bill in committee.

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, the right of deliberation is
absolutely protected. A majority of the committee must concur.
A single, solitary objection can prevent the report.

Mr. LENROOT. Where does the Senator find any such rule?

Mr. SIMMONS. I did not say there was such a rule, but I
said that was a practice that had grown up here and obtained
for the last 18 years.

Mr. LENROOT. The Senator, then, admits that if a majority
poll, without consulting the minority, reports a bill, no objec-
tion on the part of the minority can prevail?

Mr. SIMMONS. I said that the report could not be made
under the practice, not the rule, under the practice which has
grown up under the rule, and which is an interpretation of the
rule, unless a majority of the members of the committee had
signified their approval by signing the report, and that even
then, under this practice, when the report is made, one objection
would send it back to the committee at the time. That has
been the practice, as I have understood it, here.

Under that practice, I say, nobody is denied any right. What
do we send these things to a committee for? Not that the com-
mittee may control our action, but simply that the Senate muy
have advice. If the Senate does not want the advice of the
committee it can recall the bill at any time it sees fit. If the
Senate can recall the bill at any time it sees fit and say to the
committee, “ We do not desire your advice now,” the Senate
ean, by like action, refuse to send the bill to a committee at any
time, and the Senate can by like action establish a practice that
will permit the bill to come back to it without its having been
actually considered in the committee as a whole, and that prac-
tice we have established. In the last analysis the question is,
Does the legislation meet with the concurrence of a majority ot
the Senate? To tell me that a committee report is so funda-
mental that it can not be waived; that we can not establish a
practice and get rid of it in minor cases; that it can, after a
bill has been taken up and a month of the people’s time has been
devoted to its consideration, the rule ean be invoked and the bill
can be Kicked out of the Senate simply because of failure to
comply with some little formality the sole purpose of which was
to obtain information which the Senate no longer desires or
demands is, fo my mind, to state a preposterous proposition.

Mr. President, there are a great many objections to procedure
in the courts of our country and in legislative bodies that may
be made, and, if made in apt time, must be recognized and must
bhe given force and effectiveness; but I have never in my life
heard of any court or any legislative body which after a lapse
of time, after it had proceeded upon the theory that all the
formalities and technicalities required had been complied with,
would permit the whole proceedings to be dropped and halted by
an objeetion which is made out of time,

The Senator says he did not know of this eircumstance, and
he seems to think that is a conclusive reason why the point
should be made at any time. Why it should be made after the
bill has been considered a month, why it should be made after
it has been considered two months and when the body is ready
to act, I can not understand.

Mr. President, it is just as much the duty of a man who wants
to make a technieal objection to be on the alert as it is the duty
of the man who wants to make a substantive objection. A man
has no more right in this case to come in and plead that “1
did not know of my rights at the time,” “I did not have actual
information at the time,” than a man would be entitled to go
into court and say that “ I did not know the law when I violated
it.” The whole machinery of this body can not be stopped be-
cause of a purely technical objection, not made in time, and
which, if made in time, probably might have been entitled to be
acted upon.

Mr. President, I recognize the fact that the party to which I
belong is in the minority. The Senator has invoked the rights
of the minority. I recognize the fact that the committees of this
body are in charge of the mujority. I recognize the fact that all
the chairmen of the larger committees are Republicans, and the
chairmen under this practice could practically control the re-
porting of bills without actually bringing them before the com-
mittees. I therefore recognize the faet that the position I am
taking, considered from a purely tactical party standpoint, is
not the position which Is most advantageous at this time to the
party to which I belong. But I would be a small man, and any
Democratic Senator here would be a small man, if, because his
party might lose an otherwise helpful advantage in connection
with legislation, he would give sanction to action in this body
which would enormously increase the labors of Senators, already

overburdened with work, and which would result in great conges-
tion where there is already an overcrowded condition,

Mr. President, I did not intend to speak so long about this
matter, and I would not have done so but for the fact that [
believe if we should sustain the point of order made by the
Senator from Wisconsin—though the vote the other day Iindi-
cated that there is a strong sentiment on the other side of the
Chamber to sustain it—the effects upon legislation and upon
the labors entailed upon Senators in this body which would be
avoided would be so series that the time which I have taken
and the time which other Senators have taken in this matter
will not have been wasted, because if we can defeat the point
of order of the Senator we will save much more time than has
been taken in the consideration of this matter.

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, I had supposed that it was
agreed by everyone that rules were made primarily for the
orderly procedure of a parliamentary body and the protection
of the minority. The Senator who has just spoken says the
minority cares for no protection. Mr, President, I know that
as a rule Senators pay little or no attention to the rules of the
Senate upon any particular bill. I realize, too, Mr. President,
that Senators on this side of the aisle will have no reason to com-
plain of the new rule that will be made by sustaining the deci-
sion of the Chalr on my point of order, because the party on
this side of the aisle will be in a majority for many, many
years to come. If the ruling is sustained, I say now that the
time will come when Senators on the other side of the aisle
who will still be here will be raising the very point of order
that they are now going to vote to overturn.

I had supposed, Mr. President, that the opinions of Mr, Jef-
ferson would still have some weight, at least upon the other
side of the Chamber., But apparently not. We certainly have
been growing very fast during the past few years. Nevertheless,
although I know that Mr, Jefferson is out of date on the Demo-
cratie side of the aisle, and his opinions are no longer consid-
ered of any very great value, may I take a moment to read what
Mr. Jefferson said in his preface to his Manual of Parliamentary
Practice? Mr. Jefferson says:

Mr. Onslow, the ablest among the Speakers of the House of Commons,
used to say it was a maxim he had often heard when he was a young man,
from old and experienced members, that nothing tended mere to throw
power into the hands of administration and those who acted with the
majority of the Hoose of Commons than a neglect of or a departure from
the rules of “;jroceeding: that these forms, as Instituted by our ances-
tors, operated as a check and control on aections of majority,
and that ther were, in man{‘lnstancen. a shelter and protection to the
minority against the attempts of power. 8o far the maxim is certainly
true and is founded in good sep=e; that as it is always in the power
of the majority, by their numbers, to stop any improper measures
proposed on the part of their opponents, the only weapons by which the
minority can defend themselves against similar attempts from those in
power are the forms and rules of proeceeding which have been adopted
as they were found necessary, from time to time, and are become the
law of the house, by a strict adherence to which the weaker party
can only be protected from those ir larities and abuses which these
forms were intended to check and which the wantonness of power is
but too often apt to suggest to large and successful majorities.

The members of the minority say they require no protection,
that they are willing to trust the majority. Why have any
rules of the Senate at all? You are deliberately proposing to
violate two of them when you vote to sustain the decision of
the Chair—first, that there need be no act of a committee at
all; that there need be no report of a committee at all; that
even a third of a quorum is not necessary in order to consider
a bill; that the chairman alone may sit in his committee room
and take up a bill and consider it himself, and then go out and
get the signatures of enough members of the committee to
make a report. You propose to call that a report of the com-
mittee. Who ever authorized this chairman to make a report
upon this bill, if it was made as a committee report? Where
was the authority for any Senator, sitting in his seat in the
Senate, to say to the chairman of my committee, * You are
aunthorized to report this bill” ? It could not be done without
deliberately violating the rules of the Senate.

But It is said the point of order comes too lute; that it should
have been made at the time the report was presented. I agree
that if we had the procedure of the House, which T think is
preferable to that of the Senate, and one could reserve a point
of order when a report was made from a committee, that ought
to be done, and then if the point of order was not reserved, it
should be considered as waived; if the point of order was not
reserved when the report was made, the point of order could
not thereafter be raised.

But it so happens that the Senate has deliberately adopted
a different rule. It so happens that the Senate has said in
this rule that a point of order can be made at any stage of the
proceedings. =

Mr, ROBINSON. Will the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. LENROOT. I yield.
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Mr. ROBINSON. Does the Senator asserf that there is no
such limitation as that expressed by the Senator from Connecti-
cut on the meaning of the rule?

Mr. LENROOT. The rule means what it says.

Mr, ROBINSON. In this case, after the Senate has repeat-
edly voted to proceed with the consideration of the bill, and
has amended the bill, the Senafor insists that it is in order to
make thig point of order. I ask the Senator whether it would
be in order to make such a point of order after the Senate had
passed the bill?

Mr. LENROOT. It would be in order, I am very frank to
say to the Senator, at any time, so long as the bill had not gone
out of the physical possession of the Senate. Of course, if it
had gone to the House, there would be no way by which the
Senate could take such action.

Mr. ROBINSON. Then it would be in order to make the
point of order afier the Senate had passed the bill and before
the bill had passed out of the possession of the Senate?

Mpr. LENROOT. Before the bill had passed out of the posses-
sion of the Senate, I agree. The Senator from Arkansas
smiles. That may be something that ought to be provided
against in the rules; but so long as you have a rule of the
Senate that a committee must act upon a bill before the Senate
can gact upon it, there are only three ways in which a bill can
come hefore the Senate, You may suspend the rule; you may
move to discharge the committee ; and the committee may make
a proper report. In no other way can a bill properly get upon
the calendar, and my point of order is that this bill is not prop-
crly upon the calendar, and is not properly before the Senate.

Senators talk about litfle bills, If the rule applies to little
bills, it applies to the most important bills coming before the
Senate. The position of the Senator from Arkansas would be
that I, as a member of the Committee on Commerce, could send
to the desk what purported to be a report from the Committee
onii Commerce, because I would not even have to have a ma-
Jority of the committee in order to give the Senate jurisdiction,
for there is nothing that provides for a poll of a majority of a
committee, and the only way the Senate could get rid of that
Lill would be by a majority vote. Or I could sit here at my
desk and send a bill around to those whom I knew were in favor
of the bill, at the same time knowing that a minority was op-
posed to the bill and desirous of amending it. Under the Sen-
ator's theory I could get those signatures, send that bill to the
desk, and the minority, either upon the committee or in the
Senate, never would have an opportunity guaranteed to them by
{he rules of the Senate to consider the bill in committee.

If the Senate desires to make a precedent of that kind, well
and good. The Senate will do it with its eyes open, and I think
there are some of us who ean stand it if others can. But Sen-
itors say that to sustain this point of order would prevent the
polling of committees, a practice that has grown up with ref-
erence to minor bills, That is not so, Mr. President. If the
point of order is sustained, it will not interfere in the least de-
oree with the praectice of polling committees, because in ninety
eases out of a4 hundred there is no objection to the reception of
a report at any stage of the proceedings upon minor bills. If
there is no objection, it amounts to the Senate considering them
by unanimous consent. All this point of order, if sustained,

will do is to give to any Senator the right to make the point of | :
| voting.

order if he desires to do so; and I submit that he ought to have
that right. It ought to be the right of every Senator upon this
floor to insist, and see to it, unless there be a suspension of the
rules or a discharge of the committee, that the rules of the
Senate are enforced, and that when a bill is referred to a com-
mittee it shall be considered by that committee.

As I said before, that was the very crux of liberalizing the
rules in 1911, by the Democratic side of the Senate, at the sug-
=zestion of the late Senator from Georgia, Mr. Bacon. - It was on
his motion that the number required for a quorum at that time
wias lessened. But if you read the debates, as I have them be-
fore me, you will see that no one ever suggested that a report
of n committee could properly be made to the Senate unless
there was a meeting of the commitiee,

Suppose -that upon a tarift bill the Republican members of
the committee did not meet, but determined that they did not
want fo give the Democrats any opportunity to offer any
amendments in committee to the bill or give them any oppor-
tunity to consider it, and so upon a great tariff bill the majority
members of the committee signed their names on the back of
the bill and sent it to the desk, does anyone think that there
would not be &t majority of the Democrats, who to-day are going
to vote to sustain the ruling of the Chair, who would be the
first to invoke this very point of order for the proteetion of the
rights of the minority? :

I am just one Senator; I do not pretend to have any very
great knowledge of parliamentary law; but the longer I serve
in this body the more I am convinced that it is not necessary
for anyone to have any knowledge of parliamentary law. It
would be very much better, in my judgment, with the attitude
the Senate fo often takes upon the rules, if we did not have
rules at all, because if a body like this miakes rules for its own
observance and then deliberately violates them when it suits
its own convenience to do so, how ean we expect the people of
the country to have respect for the laws that we enact? It
seems to me that we ought fo begin to inculeate respect for the
laws of our country by this body beginning to have some respect
for its own rules.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Mr. President, T move that the Senaie
proceed to the consideration of the German treaty in open ex-
ecutive session. "

Mr. ROBINSON. May we not have a vote on this question?

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. I think everyone is ready to vote.

Mr. McLEAN. Yes; everyone is ready for a vote. I ask
that we may vote.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. If there are no more speeches to be
made I will withhold the motion for the purpose of having a vote.

Mr. JONES of Washington. 1 suggest the absence of a
quoruin,

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will call the roll.

The Secretary called the roll, and the following Senators an-
swered to their names: -

Ashurst Harris Moses Smith, Ariz.
Ball Harrison Myers Smith, Ga.
Bankhead Henderson Nelson Smith, Md.
Beckham Hitehcock New SBmith, 8. C,
Borah Johnson, 8. Dak. Newberry Smoot
Brandegee Jones, N. Mex, Norris Spencer
Calder Jones, Wash, Nugent Stanley
Capper Kellogg Overman Sterling
Chamberlain Kendrick Owen Sutherland
Colt Kenyon Page Swanson
Curtis Keyes Penrose Thomas
Dial King Pbelan Townsend
Dillingham Kirby Phipps Trammell
dge Knox Pittman I'nderwood
Elkins La Follette Poindexter Wadsworth
Fall IL.enroot Pomerene Walsh, Mass.,
Fletcher Lodge Ransdell Walsh, Mont.
France MeCormick Reed Warren
Frelinghuysen MeCumber Rabingon Watson
Gay MeKellar Sheppard Yilliams
Gronna McLean Sherman Wolcott
Hale MceNary Shields
Harding Martin Simmons

Mr. McKELLAR. The Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. Gurg]
is detained from the Senate by illnesg, and the Senator frow
Rhode Island [Mr. Gerry] is absent on official business.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Eighty-six Senators have an-
swered to their names. There is a quorum present. The pend-
ing question is, Shall the decision of the Chalr stand as the
ruling of the Senate?

Mr. NORRIS. On that I ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Secretary proceeded
to eall the roll.

Mr, ASHURST (when his name was called). Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to be excused from voting.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? The Chair
hears none, and the Senator from Arizona is excused from

Mr. HENDERSON (when his name was called). I have n
general pair with the Senator from Illinois [Mr. McCoRaicK].
I transfer that pair to the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr.
GerrY ] and vote “ yea.”

Mr., OVERMAN (after having voted in the affirmative). T
have a general pair with the senior Senator from Wyoming [Mr,
WargeN]. In his absence I transfer that pair to the senior
Senator from Texas [Mr. Cursersox] and let my vote stand,

The roll call was concluded.

Mr. CURTIS. I wish to announce that the Senator from
Maine [Mr. FErxarp] is paired with the Senator from South
Dakota [Mr. JoaxsonN].

Mr. McKELLAR. The Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. Gore] is
detained from the Senate by illness, and the Senator from Rhode
Island [Mr. GErrY] is absent on official business,

Mr., LODGE. I announce that the Senator from Californin
[Mr. JoExsox] is paired with the Senator from Virginia [Mr.
MARTIN].

Mr. KENDRICK.
[Mr. Farr] voted?

The VICE PRESIDENT. He hLas not,

Mr, KENDRICK. I have a general pair with that Senator.
I transfer my pair to the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. Gogre]
and vote “ yea.”

Has the senior Senator from New Mexico
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Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. T have a general pair with the Senator
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Kxex], which I transfer to the Senator
from Missouri [Mr. Reen] and vote “ yen.”

The result was announced—yeas 40, nays 38—as follows:

YEAS—40.
Bankhead Jones, N. Mex. Phelan Smith, 8. C,
Beckham Kendrick i Stanley
Chamberlain Klﬁg Ransdell Hwanson
Dial Ki r]i"y Robinson Thomas
Fletcher McKellar ﬂhq;im.ﬂl Trammcell
oy McLean shields 1nderwoed
Marris Myers Simmouns Walsh, Mass.
Harrison Overman Smith, Ariz. Walsh, Mont
Henderson Owen Smith, Ga. liams
iTiteheock Page Smith, Md. Welcott

NAYS—38,
Ball Frelinghuysen . Lodge Tomerene
Brandegee (Eronna McNary Smoot
Calder Hale Moses Spencer
Ca Harding New Sterlin,
(m{t Jomes, Wash, Newberry Sutherland
LCurtis Kellogg Norris Townsend
Dillingham Kenyon Nugent Wadswaorth
FA? Keyes Penrose Watsen
Hlkins La Follette Phipps
Franece Lenreot Poindexier

NOT VOTING—18.

Ashurst Fernald KEnox Rared
Borah Gerry MeCormieck Sherman
Culberson ijore McCumber Warren
Cummins Johuson, Calif.  AMartin
Fall Johnson, 8. Dak. Nelson

So the Senate decided that the decision of the Chair sheuld
stand as the judgment of the Senate.

Mr. McLEAN. I meve that the bill be recommitted to the
Committee on Banking and Currency.

The motion wag agreed to.

TREATY OF PEACE WITII GERMANY.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Mpr. President, I renew my motion that
ihe Senate proceed to the consideration of excceutive business in
open session.

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate, as in Committee
of the Whole and in open executive session, resumed the con-
sideration ef the treaty of peace with Germany.

Mr. NEW. Mr, President, in the course of the mauny times 1
have read the treaty mow before the Senate, and after what I
think I can claim has been a fairly diligent study of it, I have
foumnd some features of which I approve, many more of which I
disapprove, while there still remain some as to the proper con-
struction of which I am in doubt. As to these last I can find
my excuse in the fact that to this day the more or less eminent
statesmen who drew if, and to whom we look for its definition,
disagree among themselves and before the public in the construe-
tion they put upon certain of its articles.

Mr. President, I have been curious te know just what objec-
tion eould be legitimately urged to the adoption of the amend-
ment offered by the Senator frem California [Mr. Jouxsex],
which provides that the vofing strength of the United States in
the league ghall equal that of Great Britain. The elaim that the
voting superiority of Great DBritain is apparent rather than
real is not warranted by the facts as I see them. Recenily au
Jeague of nations organization addressed a number of inquiries
to President Wilson, and on September 18, under a San ¥ran-
cisco date line, he answered one, in which he was nsked nbout
the six votes of Great Dritain, by saying:

It is mot trome that the British Empire can outvote ug in the leagune

of nations and therefore conmtrol the action eof the league, because in

overy matter ¢xcept the admissien of new members to the league ne
action can be takem withont the concurrence of a unanimous vote of
the representutives of the States which are members of the commcil,
g0 that in all matters of action the afirmative vote of the United States
is neccssary and equivalent to the united vote of the representatives
of the scveral parts of the British Empire.

Surely the DPresident overlooks the fact that in those dis-
putes in which America is concerned we have mo vote at all
He also overlooks the fact that nunder artiele 15 if a dispute be
referred to the assembly there may be a report made publie by
the majority of the assembly, in which majority ‘Great Britain
would have six votes to our one. And even more important is the
President's failure to remember that under article 4 the
assembly has the right to choose four members of the council,
and there appears to be no doubt that the assembly may elect
by a majority vote. When it comes to electing these four
members of the council, Great Britain would start with six
votes accredited to the home gevernment and the celonies, in
addition te which she would control the vote of Persia and
Hedjaz. If there is any provision in the covenant which for-
bids elections to the council to be other than by the usual
majority vote, I can not find it and would be pleased to have
some Senator point it out. I therefore charge that when the

President states that Great Britain can not cast more votes

than the United States in the election of the four -elective

members of the council, he either misunderstands or mis-
represents the provisions of ihe covenant, and is to that extent
misleading the American people. His new mathematical
itheorem that 1 plus 1 plus 1 plus 1 plus 1 equals 1 will
not bear analysis.

Mr. President, I said in my preliminury remarks that there
was great diversity of opinion, even ameng those whose official
function it is to constrme amd define the treaty, over the con-
structien to b2 put uwpon its respective provisions. This is cer-
tninly true, for they «differ on g0 many points as te awaken the
apprehensions of the ordinary observer. None of its exponents,
however, has displayed the versatility of the President, who
felicitously construes the same provision in diametrically dif-
ferent ways oa different oceasions in order to meet the emer-
gencies and the expectation of those addressed. The truth of
this was conelusively demonstrated by the Senator from AFis-
souri [Mr. Reep] in his address of Monday last swvhen he pro-
dueced the letter of May 6, 1919, signed by the President, Lloyd-
George, and Mr. Clemenceaun, in which the most explicit as-
surance is given the Canadian premier that Canada is eligible
to a place in the eouneil, which necessarily implies full veting
membership in the league, In view of this assurance, in what
an absurd and untenable pesifion is the Tresident left by his
reply to the San Francisco organization.

Nor is that the only misstatement that has been made by the
President in his recent discussion of the treaty. In the very
natare of things, the treaty and the covenant, huge as it is in
gize, complicated as it is in phraseelogy, and dealing with sub-
jects with which the lay mind is necessarily mnfamiliay, is a
document that will not be read by more than a respectable
minority of the people under any circumstances that may arise.
Such addresses as the President has made on his western trip
are not entirely suitable Tor a serieus and accurate discussion
of a question of this intricate character; and we may, there-
fore, be pardened if we object to any statement concerning it
which is not exactly true or the ambiguity of which leaves the
public in doubt. Whatever lapses from accuracy the President
mizht make under such circumstances, one would not expect
lhim to misstate or to forget the circumstances, for instance,
which drew America into the war; and yet, in his speech at
Billings, Mont., September 11, he said:

Thousandls of our gallant youth He baried in France. Baried for
what? JFor ibe protection of America? Amecrica was not dircctly
attacked.

And in his speech at Taecoma, September 13, the President
said:

‘Only the free people of the werld can join the league of nations.

Is it pessible that for the mement he forgoet Tndia; that
Lie overlooked Hedjaz and failed to reeall Persia? Are either
of these mnations in any sense ecither free, self-governing,
or demoeratic? But the statement is no more or no less in-
necurate than many ethers which the President has made on
this snme tour. At Spokane the President said on September 12,
in speaking of the right to withdraw from the league:

Gentlemen object that it is not said who shall deterniine whethor it
has folfilled its international obligations and its tions under the
covenant or not. Having sat at the table where the instrument was
drawn, T know that that was not done accidentally, because that is a
matter upon which no nation can sit in judgment upen another. 'That
is left to the conscience and to the independent determinntion of the
nation that is withdrawing,

Apparently the President must have forgotten articles 13
and 15 of the covenant. Article 13 provides ithat disputes
suitable for arbitration shall be so submitted, and ex-
pressly states that the interpretation of the treaty and ihe
covenant as part of the treaty, as well as any pact which would
constitute a breach of any international obligation, are gener-
ally suitable for arbitration. Under this provision we wounld
be required to arbitrate the question whether we had fulfilled
our obligations, and under article 135, if either we or our op-
ponent who ebjected te cur withdrawal declined arbitration, we
would be reguired to * submit the matter to fhe council.” ITow
can the President correctly say that we ave the sole judges of .
onr right to withdraw from the leagne when its covenant re-
gquires us either to arbitrate or submit to the council any dis-
pute as to our fulfillment of our obligation?

Nor do I think that the President has been at all times happy
in his comparisons. TFor instance, in one of the speeches made
on his western trip he told his audience that the league is in-
surance against war—in his opinion, 98 per cent insurance—but
he added that if it were only 10 per cent he would favor it.
Now let us look at this for & moment. De fire insurance policiey

prevent fire? They sometimes ecause it but never prevent it
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Fire is prevented not by insurance but by the care of the owners
and tenants of the property. It is prevented by fireproof con-
stroction, and the spread of fire is limited, not by insurance,
but by fire depariments. If insurance does not prevent fire,
what does it do? Tt distributes the losses. That is just what
the league of nations will surely do. ‘It will not prevent war
cither 98 per cent or 10 per cent and the President himself has
admitted its fallibility in this particular. It is more apt to
cause war, but it will of a certainty distribute the losses.
And how are the losses to be apportioned in this mutual war
insurance company called the league of nations? Are they ap-
portioned like fire insurance according to the relative risk? An
insurance company fixes its rates with due regard to the charac-
ter of the risk. Does the tinder box of the Balkans pay n
higher premium than fireproof America? On the very con-
trary, the losses are distributed under this league not in pro-
portion to the risk of war but in proportion to wealth and
population. America, guarded as she is by the great seas,
strong and free, with no historic quarrel, and up to this time
without a single entanglement, will be the chief loser by any
conflagration that may be hereafter started in any part of the
world. And how are our losses to be paid? Not in money
alone, not in ships and munitions, but in the lives of the
yvouth of the country. If the league offers war insurance, it
offers what will not prevent war. It offers the sacrifice and
waste of our youth, with its radiant promise, in distant countries
and alien lands, in quarrels which are not our own, which we
can not prevent and for which we have no responsibility.

But the President says he believes the league will prevent
war. Many a man has believed in fiction. The mirage in the
desert is as plainly visible to the man who is lost in the wilder-
ness as is the substantial thing itself to the man to whom it is
sufficiently close at hand to be acecessible to the touch. Don
(Quixote believed Tozinante a war horse. He believed a tin
washbasin to be a gold helmet and windmills to be an army in
battle. As for me, I believe the President’s dream of the
actunlities of this league to be scarcely less visionary than the
hallucinations of the Don. Why, Mr. President, I have seen
and known people wlho believed firmly that a potato carried in
the pocket would prevent rheumatism ; that a silk thread around
the neck would prevent sore throat. I have known a man to
carry a buckeye for the greater part of alifetime and to attrib-
ute his immunity from disease to his possession of that cher-
ished fetish. When the P’resident tells his audience that the
lengue is insurance against war, he calls to my mind the hypno-
tist, whom we have all seen, who has his subject eat a piece of
¢halk in the delicious hallucination that it is ice eream, and to
accept the thrust of a pin in the flesh as a caress. The pre-
sumptive difference is that in our case we shall realize the
deception when we have been restored to consciousness and
sanity.

The President furtler said in another of his speeches that
the league of nations would * prevent war by discussion” and
that it was in fact a * debating society.” Surely, Mr. Presi-
denf, we will all lavor the establishment of a forum suit-
able for international discussion, but does a * debating
society ”* boyeott, starve, and make war upon those of its mem-
bers who do not acceept the decision of the society at the end
of the debate? Do the members of a debating society make
wiar in any part of the world where its judgments are
not followed? Does a debating society bind itself to enforce
its decisions upon those who are not even members of the
society? The leaguc may be a debating society, but it does
not stop at that. It is o supersiate, or if not that it is noth-
ing but a delusion and a snare.

The President says the weakest point in the league is the
rule requiring a unanimous vote. He thinks the decision by a
smaller number ought to be binding. 1 have
England, France, Italy, and Japan share the President’s views.
I have no doubt that England with her six votes feels with

characteristic British liberality that they should be suflicient

to decide the course of the States associated with hér. To me
it ix, to =ay the least, disconcerting to hear the President make
such a pronouncement. If the league be founded, may we not
expect soon to have the powers of the superstate made more

cffective, as they would be if this view of the President were

to prevail?

It has been persistently urged by those who plead for the
retention in the covenant of article 10 that it is reciprocal in
its obligations, that admitting by its terms the United States
guaranteez the territory of every other member State our terri-
tory is in turn guaranteed us by them. I have felt that this
contention is misleading and deceptive, and now comes the
President to estublish the validity of my doubts by this state-
ment, made in his speeeh at Spokane September 12:

no doubt that

Al, but some may seek to selze our territory, impair our political
independence. Well, who?  Who has an arm long enough to try to
take a single inch of American territory or to seck to interfere for one
moment with the political independence of the United States? - These
gentlemen are dreaming of things that can not happen.

Truly the proponents of the league should get together, for
in this utterance the President shows that article 10 is a -
one-sided arrangement, with the United States in the position
of guarantor of the possessions of others, with every
prospect of being called upon to fulfill them by the exercise of
force and no possible likelihood of having to appeal to others
for a like or reciprocal service. 'To insure any degree of per-
manency to a league of the character contemplated, there must
be equality of conditions imposed upon its members. Where
there is a manifest disparity, as in the present instance, dissatis-
faction and disruption are bound to come with time, and the
length of time required to bring them about depends only upon the
complacency of those less favored and their willingness to have
the burdens of others pressed constantly upon their shoulders.
Mr. President, I disagree absolutely with the plea that the
preservation of human liberty will not be safe unless and until
the United States is made to entangle itself in the affairs of
Europe and assumes a share in their direction. We have no
aptitude for the successful performance of any such task, and
the peoples of Europe have no real understanding of the spirit
of our institutions. The difference between our habits of
thought, our methods of government, and theirs is widely dis-
similar and irreconcilable. Why is it necessary to bind America
to respond to every demand that may be hereafter made upon her
to aid in the adjustment of Europe’s quarrels, even though their
origin be charged to the external aggression of a covetous or
ambitious neighbor? The United States may be trusted to do -
again just what she did in the present instance should there be
real cecasion for it

So far as the position of the United States toward future
wars of foreign origin is concerned, I believe it was correctly
expressed in the resolution introduced by the Senator from
Pennsylvania [Mr. Kxox], as follows:

That, finally, it shall be the declared policy of our (Govermment, in
order to meet fully and fairly our obligations to ourselves and to the
world, that the frecdom and pence of Europs being again threatened
by any power or combination of powers, the United States will regard
such a situation with grave concern as a menace to its own peace and
freedom, will consult with other powers affected with a view to de-
viging means for the removal of such menace. and will, the necessity
arising in the future, carry out the same complete accord and coopera-
tion with our chief cobelligerents for the defense of civilization,

Such a deeclaration as this would be all that is necessary.
It would serve notice to the. world that would be heard and
heeded. The world knows that the United States would keep
the promise. While accomplishing the result intended it
would leave us free to pursue our own course in our own way,
free from foreign dictation or from embarrassing alliances,

Mr. President, it strikes me that by the obligations of the
league we are binding the wrong parties. “There is not the
slightest disposition on the part of any of the recent Euro-
pean allied powers to engage in further armed strife, at least
not in the near future, and certainly not all that is desired
is to be gained by obtaining their signatures to a contract
the provisions of which they would follow without a formal
pact. No league that can be formed ecan carry with it any
real guaranty of future world peace that de2s not take into
full account and have as parties to it Germany and Russia,
the Ishmael and Samson of the peoples of the world. So long
as either, of them is out, the world is on the brink of the
voleano, and there are unmistakable signs not only of an al-
lianee between them, but possibly what will constitute a vir-
tual amalgamation, at least for the purposes of offense and
defense. :

Mr. President, what was the world position of the United
States in August, 1914% And what is it to-day? On the first-
named date we were in peaceful accord with all the nations
of the earth with the single exception of our neighbor on the
south—>Mexico; and it is profitless to discuss here the reasons
for our estrangement there. We had the good will and respect
of every other nation on the face of the globe, To be sure,
some of them may have been amused at what they conceived to be
our eccentricities, and laughed a little at us now and then; but
they respected Uncle Sam as a beneficent and henevolent old
gentleman whose presence was a joy and an delight. If he
has to-day a single true friend remaining among the major
powers, no Senator can point him out. One can but marvel at
the genius displayed by our representatives in the transforma-
tion of friends into enemies, or the degree of success theéy have
attained in that direction, even though we deplore the result.
Japan hates us because we questioned the morality of the
Shantung transaction; China, because she trusted us as her
friend and protector, and we have up to this hour failed to
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ajustify the trust. - Great Britain distrusts us beeause she thinks
we have- interfered with the Irish question, while the Irish
know that we but trifled with it for reasons that concern our
domestic politics: The Greeks despise us because we have
shown a purpose to give. Thrace to her ancient enemy, Bulgaria.
The French, our devoted friends for the greater part of our
national Ilfe, distrust and dislike us, as is well known to every
American who has had occasion to sojourn on the soil of France
sinece the signing of the armistice. That the French estimate

of the American character has recently undergone a pronounced:

change to our. distinct disadvantage is but too well known.
Italy, which welcomed the President in a spirit of adoration,
and whose peasants prosirated themselves before him along
the roadsides where he passed on his visit of a few brief months
ago, turns in frenzy upon us because of our interference with
the question of the disposition of Flume. Our most implicit and
trustful friend among them all was Russia. . To her people the
United States was an object of admiration and veneration.
Her faith in us was childlike but supreme. She thrust the
prows of her ships and the muzzles of her guns betwecen us
and threat of danger when we were fearful of “ external ag-
gression " in our darkest hour. To-day there is none in Russia
to do us reverence. We have sacrificed her friendship along
with the lives of many of our own soldier youth by a policy of
pure meddlesomeness, without aim or purpose; the only result
of which, so far as its effect on Russia is concerned, has been to
turn every Russian hand against us.

Such is the partial result to date of our first disregard of the
advice and caution of the fathers—of Washington, Jefferson,
Monroe, Madison, Hamilton, Adams, Patrick Henry, and the
others whose names will be forever illustrious as the founders
of the great Republic. I know that a reference to them provokes
a smile from friends of this proposed league and n sneer from
a portion of the American press, but, Mr. Peesident, I can not
think that they knew not what they stid, nor vhy they said it,
when they advised tnat America should mind her own business.
They had in mind not only their own present, but the future
as well, and if they did not envision in detail this proposal for
o league which should include the Government they were en-
gaged in founding, they foresaw it in substance and effect. That
was one of the attributes that made them grect—faculty or
gift—their ability to foresee and to forewarn. But here we are
to-day engaged in settling European boundaries and possessions,
dictating who shall have this town and that river, distributing
provinces and bailiwicks, municipalities and principalities, with
a familiarity and finality that enrages the dispossessed and dis-
appoints the recipient, leaving nowhere and with nobody any
feeling other than that of disapproval and resentment. There
is no more prolific source of litigation and feud than the loca-
tion of a line fence. Every country lawyer knows that, every
farmer knows it, yet here we are locating line fences for former
friends and enemies alike, with a disregard of consequences that
is inconceivably reckless to those who pause to institute com-
parisons.

The insufficiency and inefliciency of the leaguc is made no-
where more manifest than in the precaution taken in the
chancelleries of the great powers to supplement and augment
its forees and in the guaranties demanded by them independent
of the league. Does the attitude of England indicate faith
in its potency? Lloyd-George, Lord Cecil, Gen. Smuts may
utter sounding phrases, but they have first made sure what
England wanted. The material affairs of the British Empire
were very carefully provided for before they committed the
Government to the league. The first thing she did was to de-

. cline positively and with finality to even consider the accept-
ance of the second of the President's 14 points—that relat-
ing to the freedom of the seas. No degree of altruism, no con-
cession to the plea for the * universal brotherhood of man,”
that carried with it the slightest diminution of Great Britain's
maritime supremacy was even left open fo discussion. There
is nowhere in the covenant the slightest guaranty of freedom
of navigation. Not only is England left free to pursue her long-
established naval policy, but she has with characteristic Brit-
ish forehandedness set about the business of securing for her-
self the same relative supremacy of the air that she has long
had of the seas, after baving first acquired by one means or
another pretty much everything in the way of ferritories there
was left on earth of which she was not already possessed. And
trust her to keep them, league or no league! Nothing that has
once passed under her domination has ever passed out again,
save and except this country of ours. Then she further forti-

fies herseif by obtaining six votes in the assembly as against
any other natien’s one, and finally gives to her associates assur-
ances of her most disinterested and distinguished conszldera-
tion,

France got, if not what she wanted, at least all she could
before she would listen to the talk of the league. She very
properly claimed Alsace-Lorraine and the Saar Basin. Her faith
in its eflicacy is fairly well evidenced by her demand for a sepa-
rate treaty, which binds us to come to her defense in case of
an attack. This treaty, upon her insistence, stipulates that
neither Great Britain nor the United States is to be released
from this obligation except by the unanimous consent of the
council of the league, and since France is a member of the
council it becomes in effect a guaranty in perpetuity.

Japan made sure of her generous portion before yielding her
objection. Shantung was given her as the priece of her par-
ticipation—as immoral and unholy a bargain as ever was made,
the permanency of which this country piously zuarantees when
it becomes a party to the covenant..

Italy gets added territory and invites lln early interference
by the league through D’Annunzio’s seizure of Finme. The
most of this distribution of territory was arranged for by
treaties the existence of which, it is said, was concealed from
the United States until the moment came when she was asked
to guarantee them their perpetuity.

Never was there a more selfish or more one-sided arrange-
ment. It is this seizure and distribution of spoils that the
United States is asked to confirm without guestion or seruple.
Does anyone honestly think that this will either bring or pre-
serve peiace?

At Portland on September 15 the President ealled upon us
to * forget the details of the treaty.” TForget the details
when it may almost be said that details ave everything in a
matter of this importance! How important are details? Ask
the engineer who constructs a great bridge or an architect
who designs a skyscraper.  Ask the lawyer who writes con-
tracts and wills as to whether he dare ignore details. Ask the
statesmen who write laws., But, most of all, ask those men
who have drafted treaties, because laws can be repealed by
the voice of our own people, while treaties—this treaty—can
not be changed without the consent of foreign governments.
Forget the delails! What would we think of the engineer
who forgets to notice whether ihe signal is red or green? Of
the switchman who forgets to close his switch as the train
approaches? What would we think if the Pennsylvania Rail-
road gave up the slogan * Safety first” and substituted for
that sign, posted everywhere throughout its system as a rule
for its men to follow, * Forget the details”? Only a short time
before the President called upon the Senate to forget the de-
tails, the unsoundness of his theory was proved in a manner
all too tragic. The President’s automobile was driven at the
head of the procession at 45 miles an hour. The detail of
“ safety first " and the detail of adequate police protection and
of u proper speed were all forgzotten. Somebody followed the
President’s injunection to * forget the details.”” Those who were
behing the President’s car accepted his lead and tried to keep up.
One car swerved too swiftly, and in an instant two members of
the President’s party had paid the great penalty for somebody’s
disregard of detail. The President might well substitute for
his motto, “ Forget the details,” that much more conservative
and helpful one, * Safety first,”

The President is also telling the people that unless this
treaty is ratified without adopting any of the amendments and
reservations proposed by the Senate Committee on Foreign
Relations the world will be swept by the tide of anarchy. It
is intimated that the people of Europe will rigse and overthrow
their governments and that this ruin will spread quickly to
this country and destroy all that is best in America. Consider
for a moment what this means. Does anybody think it possible
that the people of England, of France, and ol other countries
will overthrow their governments because we of the United
States insist on the right of absolute and unconditional with-
drawal from the league? Will the British people rise in red
rebellion beecause Ameriea insists on retaining control of her-
immigration laws, her fariff, her coastwise shipping? Will
France split asunder if America insists on having as many
votes in the league assembly as Great Britain? Does anybody
think it even remotely possible that the peoples of Europe,
having endured the Monroe doctrine for a century, will now
destroy their own countries with their own hands because we
intend to insist that the Monroe doctrine shall remain what it
Las ever been—an American policy, to be inter preted and ap-
plied by ourselves alone?

It so happens that in 1916 Président Wilson told the country
that a vote against him was a vote for war, while a vote for
him was a vote for peace. The people of California and of
Oregon, who have recently listened in such large numbers to
the President’s rounded periods and faultless rhetoric, appeared
to believe this in 1916 and California voted for Wilson, Within a
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few months the course of events proved the President had misled
those who believed him when he said that a vote for Hughes
would be a vote for war and a vote for him a vote for peace.
Now, the President, remembering how the country received his
appeal in 1916, has gone out to sing the same enticing melody.
the words set to the same tune, slightly changed to meet the re-
quirements of the new oecasion. Te tells them that a vote for the
Senate committee’'s repori of reservations and amendments is
a vote for nniversal anarchy, while a vote to ratify the treaty
as it stands is a vote for world peace. I know of nothing that
has transpirved in the last three years to ndd anything to the
President’s gqualifications as a prophet.

In his answer to a question addressed to him by the San
Francisco’s Labor Council on September 17 the President said
that under article 11 there is set up “a forum to which all
claimss of self-determination which are likely to disturb the
pence of the world, or the good understanding between nations
upon which the peace of the world depends, can be brought.”
And later said, in answer to another guestion, * My position on
the subject of sclf-determination for Ireland is expressed in
article 11 of the covenant.” This is an explicit admission of the
charge frequently made that article 11 gives the league juris-
diction over the internal affairs of member nations. It has been
particularly declared that under such o covenant our Civil War
could have been brouglt before the league council, and with no
little danger that America, being concerned in the controversy
and having no vote, might have been compelled to let the South-
ern States leave the Union. 1Is it not bad enough to try to get
Ameriea to mix in every international quarrel on the face of
the carth? Must she also embroil herself, waste her influence,
weaken her prosperity, fill her own land with diseord over
questions which do not eoncern her but which relate to the
internal troubles of other countries? However, it will be inter-
esting to know whether the British Government agrecs with the
President in his interpretation of the covenant. If there be a
disngreement, as I think more than likely, would we not better
make plain now what it is we are agreeing to instead of sowing
the seeds of diseord for ihe future?

In San Franciseo, on Seplember 17, the President said that
before we went into the war the Allies conferred in order to
form an exclugive economic combination which should exclude
those nations which had not participated in the war. Ile then
continued : “And just so certainly as we stay out every murket
that can possibly be closed against us will be closed, so that if
you merely look at it from the point of view of the material
prosperity of the United States, we are under compulsion to
stay in the partnership.” Now, what sort of a threat is that?
It is a threat that if the Senate refuses to ratify the covenant
we will be boycoited in every market that is eontrolled not by
our enemies but by our allies. No more astonishing statement
has been made by anybody during the debate on ihe treaty.

Elsewhere the President has fold his audiences that Ameriea
won the war, that we saved Europe, and that we saved civili-
zation. Now it seems .hat the President threatens us with an
economic war by those very ecountries which we have at least
helped to save unless we choose to continue in what he calls
the * partnership.” Is it possible that America is to be fright-
cned into joining the league? Are Sepators cowards that we
should iremble under the threat of a boyeott even though it be
a world-wide boyeott? What have we done to merit such ireat-
ment by our allies? Has President Wilson information on
which to predicate such a statement? If true, it would seem
that he is trying to get us into a leaguc with our enemies, not
with our friends. And if we shonld now yicld to this threat
of world-wide boyeoft and join the league in order to avoid it,
what assurance have we that after so doing we may not again
be threatened by a boycott from our associates unless we do as
they desire? This statement by the President is nothing less
than an admission that we must act under compulsion-and

fear, and if we do so once will we not thereby encourage further

attempts at blackmail? For my part, whether the threat by the
President is based on knowledge of the purposes of our allies
which he gained in the peace conference or whether it be
merely the hasty utterance of a fatigned and worried man, I for
one will never submit to threat, nor will America. It must
indecd be a losing battle when the President so far forgets
himself as to try to intimidate the Senate and the Ameriean
people who placed him where he is,

A condition which should give us much concern and which
applies to us as it does to no other nation on the globe is the
character of our population and the power for mischief at home
that is afforded by it. Ours is to a considerable extent a poly-
glot population. In nearly every great city are large colonies
of the nationals of other countries. Whole agricultural distriets
and even States are preponderantly populated by those who
have comparatively recently come to us from other lands. No

Senator will go further than I will in asserting that when thesc
people pass through the gates of Castle Garden to take np resi-
dence amongst us they leave belind all allegiance to the gov-
ernments from whence they came. Manifestly their duty and
their loyalfy are from that moment forward to this country only,
But we must take things as they are and not as we should like
them to be. Properly or improperly, the sympathies of these
many peoples abide with the fatherland, even beyond their own
generation. It Is approximately true fo say that the nationals
of no two governments in Europe hove lived on terms of amity
at home. The hatred of Czech for Magyar, of Greek for Bulgar,
of Italian for Jugo-Slav, of Irishman for Britain, iz not left be-
hind, but is brought with them to this country, and it is impos-
sible that the United States should obey the mandate of the
league to intervene in behalf of any one of them even as against
the aggression of the other without arousing the resentment of
that element of our population whose animosities toward those
with whom fheir ancestors have been at daggers’ points for
generations, if not for centuries, have never heen dispelied,
with' a result that can only be imagined since it eéan not ba
aceurately ganged. Sentiment controls in most things. This is a,
condition that exists in no other country party to the covenant;
for no other contains the varied clements that go to make up
the whole as with us. Participation on behalf of any one of
them wounld invite domestic unrest—perhaps upheaval and tur-
moil. That it will find its reflex in our politics i: inevitable, ana
to what extent none can foretell. We shall be sowing tares on
our own premises. Not the possibilities alone but the manifest
certainties of such a division of sentiment in our midst must he
apparent even to those who would close their eyes to them.

One of the simplest elements of common sense is the minding
of one’s own business and the keeping out of other people’'s
business. This treaty with its league attachment provides for
the systematic interference of the United States in the affairs
of every other couniry. Every dispute between nations, cvery,
question and every quarrel, ean be brought hefore the council of
the league for consideration. These disputes will often be be-
tween thosé with whom we have lived in amity, and we shall
be compelled to take sides as between friends, if any such are
left to us, npon questions of whose merits we are not qualified to
judge and which do not concern either American interests or
Ameriean honor. We would be constantly turning friends into
enemies, as every man does who takes gides in every quarrel ha!
Lears about. There can he no peace where there is interna-'
tional enmity.

Mr. President, when Aaron Burr had completed his term as
Vice President and delivered his farewell address to the Senata
over which he had presided he said:

This bod, ,
country mr{ués ‘aon‘;:t ;nﬂknépg%ihogto!fs#gc' e l':’fxf'a“&'&: tC%lile
stitution is to rpe:rimh which may God avert and which I do net believe,
its dying agonies will be seen on this floor.

This declaration was both a prophecy and a prayer. The
prophecy that in the Senate our country “must ultimately find
the anchor of her safety " will find its folfillment when this
Senate excreises its constitutional duty toward the proposition
now under consideration by rejecting it in its entirety of by
so amending it as to remove every feature that threatens our
future peace and tranguillity or which works for us the least
departure from our established form of government or the
impairment of our national ideals.

In my belief this treaty not only threatens but promises and
compels both. The reservations proposed by the Commitiee
on Foreign Relations meet manifest needs as far as they go.
I ghall vote for every one of them as well as for the amend- .
ments that are before this body with the approval of o majority
of the eommittee. Holding the views I do, it would be trenson
were I to vote to ratify the treaty in their absence. Nor do
1 mean to leave with my collengues the impression that with
them the treaty is accepiable, for it is not. There would stilk
remain mueh to which I objeet and to which I have not heen
able to reconcile myself either as a Senator or as an American
citizen who would secure to future generations the independ-
ence gnaranteed us through ihe wisdom of the fathers.

Mr. SMITH of Maryland. Mr. President, I shall be very,
brief in the remarks I am about to make touching the peace
treaty and the league of nations; but, sir, I desire to emphasize
the fact that the people of the United States want and are en-
titled above all else to have peace. The farmers, manufactur-
ers, laborers, and financial men of the country, but, more than
all others, the boys who did and suffered so much and who yet
remain in military service, shonld be freed from the feilers
that war neceszarily imposes.

The country demands a prompt return to normal conditions,
And what is true of the United States is true of all the earth,
Peace, the best peace ohtainable, but peace, just, world-wide,
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and af onee, is the antidote of all antidotes for the poison of
radical socialism and Bolshevism. It is the best remedy for
indusirial paralysis, unrest, poverty, and human misery fol-
lowing in the wake of the war.

So firmly am I of that opinion that I have hesitated to post-
pone the ratification of this treaty by so much as the few
minutes consumed in this discussion, especially as the treaty
and its plan for a league of nations has been carefully studied
and voluminously discussed on this floor as well as in every
parliament of the civilized world.. And wherever the art of
printing is known the main features of ihe treaty have been
published and expounded to the utmost. Hence no one can
hope (o add any original thought or to throw fresh light at
fhis Iute date effective for a better understanding of the
suljoect,

I am sure that no one can change a single vote on this floor
by further analysis and dissection of the myriad provisions
of the treaty. Therefore it is clear the practical and wise
course is to indulge the least possible discussion and take the
quickesl possible action. I am most reluctant to occupy the
fime of the Senate, but I feel that upon this topie of unprece-
dented world-wide importance every Senator should hold a defi-
nite position and make known uneguivocally what that position
is. And for my part I have never for an instant doubted the
wisdom and duty of ratifying this treaty as submitted as
promptly as possible and without amendments or reservations.
No one seriously contends that an amendment would not recom-
mit this treaty to the peace conference, thereby resulting in
indefinite delay of peace. Even a reservation might have that
offect,

T shall vote fur no reservations unless convinecea of the
absolute necessity of so doing in order to save from failure the
sigantic construective principle involved. The treaty with its
lengue of nations may be open fo much well-taken criticism.
The convineing argument in ifs favor is that as framed it is
the best the world ean get now. Its warmest friends do not
claim for it perfection. Nor did the able patriots who framed
the Comstitution of the United States some 137 years ago claim
perfection for that remarkable document. Nevertheless who
can appraise the good resulting from our Constitution, imperfect
though it was in (he opinion of both its friends and enemies?

O Constitution consists of n tissue of compromises, yet it
Inis withstood the strain of civil war, numerous foreign wars,
the presenee and the abolition of slavery. It was violently at-
facked and inspired gloomy doubts on the part of able and un-
selfish  men, who, like Senators here to-day opposing {his
treaty, desired theirv country’s good. Still our Constitution is
now secepted by the world as the great triumph of enlightened
statesmanship, o model ad an ingpiration. Sueh refleetions
are I'l.':l.\ésﬂl'il]g.

Homely, everyday common-sense prineiples that are familiar
enough, but which are perhaps lost sight of in the more minutely
teclinienl examination of the details of this ireaty upon this
floor, aside from the world-wide eraving for peace, in my judg-
ment commend this treaty to public favor,

Brietly, the ordinary man reasons very accurately that this
treaty, like our own invineible and trinmphant Constitution, is
a result of compromises of widely conflicting views, and an
nssimilation of motives, interests, and forees that in extent
girdle the earth.

Necesgarily the treaty as framed does not wholly meet the
Jjudgment and wishes of anyone. It is not 100 per cent satis-
fying to any nation. Tossibly that very fact is a recommenda-
tion. Ierhaps it is well that no one nation is wholly satisfied
with the treaty; otherwise, other nations might argue with
fruth that the treaty was wholly in the inferest of such safis-
fied nation.

Like the Constitution of our land, the league of nations is a
srand departure, A grand departure from the old accursed
ways of war is what the world needs and should welcome,

Under our geuius for self-government our Constitution has
held us together as o nation upon the original prineiples while
we have witnessed the rise and fall of the German Empire, and
the fall of Turkey, Austrin, Russia, and the Kings of France.
Indeed ours is the oldest and has outlasted substanfially every
other system and form of government on earth. Where are
the wise heads now whe predicted that Constitution of ours
would fail and fall?

The ideals expressed in that doeument, practical enough all
now recognize, not so long ago were denounced as impossible,
the work of dreamers, the surrender of sovereignty, State rights,
and so forih. Indeed there is a similarity, striking and signifi-
cant, between the reasons and arguments urged for rejecting
onr Constitution and those now heard in opposition to this
Lreaty.

Of course we give up something, but we gain much. The
evidence is everywhere at hand. Ludendorff's writings and
other and better evidence overwhelming, convincing, assure us
that with a strong league of nations in existence Germany would
never have gone to war, and that no nation can or will ever
again systematically and willfully plan to pounce upon and anni-
hilate another country, No one disputes the coneclusion that had
Germany the remotest idea that both England and the United
States would ever have cntered the war against her the
treaty with Belgium would not have been reduced to a mere
serap of paper, and millions of the flower of the youth of the
world would not now lie buried in the fields of France.

This treaty is the first great and practical step since the
creation toward nccomplishing the peace of the world. Why
reject so priceless, so practieal, a romedy for the greatest and
oldest earthly evil, even if it be less than perfect? It is surely
better than the old way.

And why set a demoralizing example to the less enlightened
nations of the world, nations prone to selfishness, by writing
reservations in the freaty? Reservations made by one nation to
just that degree and extent weaken or cancel the otherwise
reciprocal obligations of the other nations, parties thereto. So
that by a series of reservations it is clear that the strength of
this compact will be dissipated; the treaty made ineffective. We
then inevitably face a return to the dishonored system of arms
piled upon arms, taxes upon taxes, warships added to warships,
slaughter, deaths innumerable throughout the world—a return
to the whole wretched and ancient competition to destroy. For
if, under the very sting and impetus of the recent great battles,
it took the peace conference, gnided by the finest brains and
characters existing, =0 many weary months to effect this present
proposed agreement among nations, it seems perfectly idle to
hope for a better or more enlightened document, if any at all,
from a future conference. But I am convinced that, given a
trial, this treaty, by its beneficent effect, will establish itself
more firmly with the passage of time and lay a foundation,
which may later approach perfection, for future successful
effort to make war impossible.

The telegraph, wireless, aviation, steam, submarines, modern
methods of communication and warfare have removed us as a
Nation far afield from the Nation of 13 disorganized, struggling
States, supporting o fringe of population along the Atlantic sea-
board, during the time of George Washington.

In point of time in those days it was farther from Ticonderogn
fo Camden than now from the Potomae to the Rhine. With
ships in every port, with the Panama Canal, the islands of the
Pacific, an enormous foreign ftrade and foreign debt, with
thousands of miles of coast line, with aggressive neighbors at
our doors, in thesc modern days, we can no longer remain
o hermit Nation. The oceans are avenues of access, possibly,
for attack, and not insuperable and protecting barriers as when
George Washington advised the newborn Nation to avoid en-
tangling foreign allinnees. The allinneces of foreign countries
will entangle us whether we will or no.

In self-defense we must Decome a military power, a great
military power, on land and sea. The alternative is, by a com-
pact such as we now consider, to end this barbarous competitive
system of international preparation to grab, fight, slaughter.

It is impoasible for me to understand how anyone can doubt
that a league of nations must tend to insure international peace.
It ean not absolutely insure peace—a fact to be deplored with
sorrow—but with the success of this first move man will be en-
couraged fo wisdom and rise to unselfish accomplishment to
complete in full the task here begun.

Forging the larger cannon, making the more deadly gas, the
heavier ships, assembling the larger armies of men in slavery
to arms, are the only methods and ideals seriously rooted hereto-
fore in the minds of statesmen as o way to provide for national
safety or international peace.

What a reproach to the minds and hearts of men that the
ultimate determination of international controversy relied alone
upon the exercise of brute force in personal combat, a method
despised in private controversy since the lawgivers and judges
first sat.

Why should we be willing to plunge the precious youth ef our
country in seas of blood, commit our Nation irrevoeably to the
enterprise of war, appeal to the barbariec remedy of force alone,
condemn the nations of the earth to turn with hopeless eyes and
heavy hearts away from our leadership as an advanced and
merciful people, when this treaty, with its league of nations,
offers a way to avoid war with safety and honor?

The hope of every youth, of every mother in the world, lies
in this treaty. It is the soundest and strongest plan ever yet
proposed to aveid wars, Future generations will rise up to
extol its wisdom, to praise its results, and to eall those blessed




2904

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

SEPTEMBER 25,

who planned and adopted this, the greatest document ever
framed by fallible human hands. There is that about this treaty
which appeals to the hearts and souls of men; that sheds light
where for ages only darkness reigned ; that promises an emanci-
pation from war-made miseries, from arms, from destruction,
an emancipation so complete and extensive as to guicken the
imagination and to sustain our faith in the nobility of the
world's leaders of the present day; and that makes us long te
see its results for the morrow.

Why carp about Shantung?—a matter of slight comparative
importanee, which we wish were otherwise. The league saves
China from the wolves in larger ways. Where could China go,
what could she do without a league of nations? 1Why say we
will be involuntarily drawn into war, when Congress, as always,
alone can declare war?

Such criticisms merely give point and emphasis to the rela-
tively trivial features found objectionable in the treaty as con-
trasted with the heroic proportions eof its message of promise
to a war-weary world.

POSTMASTER GENERAL AXD CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION.

Mr. McKELLAR, Mr. President, on yesterday the junior Sen- .

ator from Nebraska [Mr. Nogrris], in speaking to Senate resolu-
tion 186, discussed the gquestion of the Postmaster General's
aleged activities in attempting to influence the ratings and the
examinations of the Civil Service Commission.

I know that the Senator from Nebraska is a sineere believer
in civil service, and I believe him to be thoroughly sincere in
desiring to have an examination into the civil-service system
and into the alleged activities of the Postmaster General. I
want to say to him and to the Senate that I am not opposed to
this resolntion. On the contrary, I favor it; and yet T am
quite -confident that if the Senator from Nebraska had been
familiar with ihe facts that have been brought out before the
subcommittee of the Post Office Committee, which subcommittee
has been heolding hearings on this very subject for two or three
weeks past, he would not have intreduced the resolution in the
first place, and he would not now be asking for an investigation.

The persons behind the resolution of the Senator from Ne-
braska are the same persons who are behind the investigation
which is being conducted by this subcommittee. In the ca-e
that is being investigated by the subeommittee it is just another
method of securing the same result.

I am going into the question before the subcommittee for
a few moments for the purpose of showing what the facts are;
in the first place, what the facts are as developed before the
subcommittee in reference to the Civil Service Commission and
the department itself ; and, in the next place, the alleged activ-
ities of the Postmaster General.

In ihe ease before the subcommittee—and the subcommitiec is
composed of Senators SteErLixG, Fraxce, ’arees, Warsn of
Massachusetts, and myself—we have taken over 300 printed
pages of testimony. A very thorough examination has ‘been
had. Tt arises over the appointment of a postmaster at a little
place in North Carolina called Morehead City. The eharge is
that the Civil Service Commission first reported that a man
by the name of Willis had received S0.31 per cent in an examina-
tion that had been held by the department for the postmaster-

ship of that place, and that the Democratic applicant, a Mr. |

Wade, had received 79.25 per cent. It was alleged that there-
after Mr. Wade, the second man on the list of eligibles, had
made an application under the rules of the Civil Service Com-
mission for a review of the ratings, that a review was granted
by the commission, and upon that review the ratings were
changed and Mr. Wade was given on busine:: experience a
rating of 3 per cent higher, and Mr, Willis was given n rating of
about 1 per cent lower. The result of the reratings was that Mr.
Wade, the Democratic applicant, received the highest rating on
reexamination, and his nomination has been sent in to the Sen-
ate for confirmation, and upon the question of confirmation this
committee is hearing the proof.

I think that fairly states the case.

Mr. FRANCE. Mr, President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. McCuumser in the chair).
Does the Senator from Tennessee yield to the Senator from
Maryland?

Mr. MCKELLAR. I yield to the Senator, altheugh I think
it wounld be just as well for the Senator to let me proceed, and
then ask the questions just a little later. However, T will
hear the Senator now.

Mr. FRANCE. Is it not true, however, that this appeal was
granted contrary to the regulations of the Civil Serviee Com-
gls;lon, which provide that all appeals must be taken within

ays?

Mr. McKELLAR. All I know is that the Civil Service Com-
mission itself was before our committee: it is composed of two
gentlemen, one a Democrat and the otlter a Republican: and
both testified that under their rules a reexamination had heen
allowed, with the result stated.

Now, to proceed:

Mr. Willis thereupon Iaid charges before the Post Office
Committee to the effect that he had been placed in the second
position because of partisan politics; that the Postmaster
General had intervened, and had used his influence to have
these ratings changed.

What are the facts? I am going to give the facts very
briefly, Nr., Willis simply testified about his marks. He then
presented the marks of his opponent. He said that the ratings
were remade without notice to him, which was true under the
rules of the commission, as explained by Mr. Wales afterwards,
It was then that the chairman of the subcommittee produced
two other witnesses, and those two other witnesses were a Mr.

| Craven and a Mr. Galloway—Mr., Hermon W. Craven, I think,

a Republican from Washington State, and Mr. Charles M.
Galloway, a Democrat from South Carolina. It seems that last
March the resignations of Mr. Craven and Mr. Galloway, one
a Republican and the other a Democrat, were asked for by the
President of the United States, and those resignations were
handed in and accepted, and those two gentlemen are no longer
members of the commission.

Mr. WATSON. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Tennes-
see yield to the Senator from Indiana?

Mr. McKELLAR. T yield.

Mr. WATSON. Does the Senator know why those resigng-
tions were demanded?

Mr. McKELLAR. T do mot; but I will say to the Senator
that one of the things that will undoubtedly come out from
this examination will be the reason why those resignations
were asked. Without knowing what the fact may develop, I
feel guite sure that it will not be any such reason as was given
by the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Norris] on yesterday.

Alr. Galloway was first cal'ed, and ihereupon he said that his
resignation had been requested last March, and it had Dheen
handed in, I believe, in July; that he had no personal knowledge
of this case at all; that it was a routine matter, and that it
had not come before him. That was all the evidence of Mr,
Galloway that pertained to this ease. But apparently that was
not the reason why Mr, Galloway was summoned, for instantly
Iie launched out into a repetition of the abuse that he had hereto-
fore hurled through the newspapers at the Postmaster General
and the Pest Office Department in general.

Mr. Craven was then introduced, and it appeared from his
testimony that he not only knew nothing about it, but that he
was not even a member of the commission when the matter was
reexamined and the reexamination marks made.

His resignation went in some time last Mareh, and he had unot
any knowledge of the Morehead City case at all. And to show
that it was a political matter, pure and simple, Mr. Craven at
once launched out info abuse of the Postmaster General and of
the administration generally.

That, with the exception of a few character and experience
witnesses, was practically the proof. Tt all hinged on four
answers—iwo given by each party, and I am going to read those
mnswers right here and now se that Senators ean see whether
this commission did right or wrong. Mind you. Mr. Willis is
the Republiean applicant and Mr, Wade is the Democratic appli-,
eant. These statements T have in parallel columms, Mr. I'resi-
dent, and I ask that they may be printed in parallel columns in
the REcorD,

The PRESIDING
ordered.

Mr. McKELLAR. T shall read the answers of Mr, Willis and
Mr. Wade as to their eduecation and business experience, and

OFFICER. Without objeetion, it is so

| under theorder just made they are to appear in parallel eolunms,

These are the answers of Mr.
Willis to those two questions on
that subject:

No. d-—Southern Express Co.;
Ar. K. C. Barrett, Rocky Mount,

N.C.
Norfolk & Scmthem Ry., 5. €,
Davls, New Bern, N, C.

Do

I. P Davis, J. IL Crowford,
New -Bm
N.‘%’, G. 1L llenderson New Bern,

Do, A, H. Webb, jr., Morchead
City, N. C.

The answers of Mr. Wade on
the same subject are as fol-
lows:

Quesiions & and J—While at-
tending grammar and high school
worked after school hours with my
father and brother, who conducted
o awhol ¢ fish establishment,
After entering A, &
awhere I worked my

e as waiter in dining hall

M. College,
way, 1 was

. 1o,
slnli) dla ﬁterl.ogtaphic work for vari-

ous professors of this institution,
During wvaeation I continmed to
work with my father and brother,
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Have acted in mg:mity as clerk
with salary from $55 to $87.50 per

month.

No. 4—=S8ince 1911 have con-
ducted. business upon my own re-
' sponsibility in the town of More-
‘head City, N. C. I have conducted
a coal and wood business, a butcher
business, and a café, My net earn-

No, salary

connected wilh this job.
In 1910 I opened up branch fish
house in Raleigh, but closed this
after o little over 18 months from
time it was started. In 1812 I
bonght a weekly newspaper and
}Ob prmtiug office, sinee which time

have condueted this business, the

rofits therefrom belonging to me.

uring the sessions 1915 and 1917
of the General Assembly of North
Carolina I was Pay clerk and assist-
ant to principal elerk of the senate.
Average time -each session, 2
months and 15 days. Salary, $4
per clng‘:| and milenge, amounting

to £28

he net earnings of the Coaster
Publishing Co., located in Morehead
City, is owned by me. net
earnings amount. to $1,200 to
$1,500 annually, I emﬂ:y four
persons regularly, superintend them
during working hours, and assist
generally with the work of the
office. Am editor and owner of the
weekly newspaper, The Coaster,

It was upon those answers that this reviewing board, composed
wholly of Republicans, came to the conclusion that Mr. Wade
was entitled to a rating 8 per cent higher than that of Mr,
WWillis upon answers to the same questions. I submit fhat a
mere reading of those answers in parallel columns is conclusive
proof to any fair-minded man, any man not blinded by partisan-
ship, that the reviewing board was right in making the rerating.

That brings me, Mr. President, to the next phase of the situa-
tion. Remember, it is being charged that undue influence has
been exerted by the Postmaster General to bring about the
appointment of a Democrat instead of a Republican, Who has
passed upon these papers? Of course, it has been done by
Republicans, because there is practically nobody else but Repub-
licans in the Civil Service Commission. The Civil Service Com-
mission has been composed of Republicans from the very be-
ginning, in the largest measure. There were seven men who
had to do with these examinations, Of the two original ex-
aminers who passed on the papers and gave Mr. Willis a slight
lead over .Mr. Wade, one was a Democrat and the other was a
Republican. The reviewing board, composed of Mr. Yaden, Mr.
Hesse, and Mr, Kumler, were all three Republicans,

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Asuurst in the chair),
Does the Senator from Tenmessee yield to the Senator from
Nebraska? 1

Mr, McKELLAR. Inone mement. Of the two commissioners
who confirmed the result, one was a Republican and one was a
Democrat. So that of the seven men who have gone over these
papers and given to the commission and to the department and
to the country their best judgment on the matter, five of them
~were Republicans and two of them were Democrats.

Now, when you gentlemen on the other side attack this kind
of a proceeding you are attacking your own friends in your
own party. Surely they would not do you a wrong in a question
of partisanship. Now I yield to the Senator from Nebraska.

Mr, NORRIS. I wish to ask the Senator if he does ot be-
lieve that the facts he has just narrated demonstrate that al-
though officinls in the Civil Service Commission are mostly
Republicans, they are fair, not using partisan influence in their
official capacity? ;

Mr. McKELLAR. I would not be here, as I am, defending
them against the unjust attacks of the Senator from Nebraska
on yesterday if I thought that they were using partisan influence.

Ar. NORRIS. The Senator from Nebraska has made no at-
tack on the Civil Service Commission employees, and the Senator
{from Tennessee can not point to a line or sentence where I made
such an ateack.

My, McKELLAR. On yesterday the Senator from Nebraska
stgted that the Civil Service Commission was composed of such
men, and these commissioners were such men, that they were
allowing the alleged insidious hands of the Post Office Depart-
ment to overreach them and overcome them and put Democrats
in office instead of Republicans, That is the statement of the
Senator.

Mr. NORRIS. On the other hand, Mr. President, I was de-
fending a Democratic member of the Civil Service Commission
because-he would not permit the Postmaster General to make a
political machine out of the Civil Service Commission.

Mr. McKELLAR. The Senator was taking Mr. Galloway, a
Demoerat, and Mr. Craven, a Republican, who had been dis-
charged, and he was defending these discharged employees of
the Civil Service Commission and making an attack upon the
rest of those who are now in control of the Civil Service Com-
mission and who have furnished these very ratings.

ings have averaged $1,200 per
annum.

AMr. NORRIS.
misstatement——

Mr. McKELLAR. I do not blame the Senator for withdraw-
ing from that position, because I say to him, and to gentlemen on
the other side, you have in this case a perfectly dead horse,
Yon can not get along with it. You are in a position where you
ean nof turn it loose without receding and you can not go on
with it, because you ecan not defend it.

Mr. NORRIS, The Senator does nof want to make a mis-
statement in regard to my position on yesterday.

Mr. McKELLATR. Oh, no; I do not.

Mr. NORRIS. 1 did not at any time attack the Civil Service
Commission, and the Senator can not point to a word that T
said that was an attack on them or any of their employees. 1
challenge him to turn fo the ReEcorp—and I have not changed
1t;~aind point ont a single charge that I made against that com-
mission.

Mr, McKELLAR. Here is what the Senator says in his reso-
Tution:

Whereas it Is currently reported in the public press tbat the Post-
master General has actively engaged in interfering with the
work of the Civil Bervice Commission in relation to the examination
and certifiention by sald commission of eligibles from which post-
masters are to be selected, and is attempting to control said exam-
inations and certifications with a view oF securing partisan political
appointments to such places; and 3

Whereas it is also reported that in carrying out such
has demanded the resignation of certain members o
Commission ; and

Whereas one of said commissioners, in testgnlmi

public statement in which the foregoing
charged : Therefore be it

Resolved, That the Commitiee on Civil Bervice and Retrenchment be,
and they are hereby, instructed to investigate char and reports,
and report to the Senate, first, whether the Postmaster (g;eml has used
the power of his office to control the action of the Civil Service Commis-
sion in such examinations and certifications,

Is it possible that if the Civil Service Commission has per-
mitted the Postmaster General to control its action as to exam-
inations and certifications made by it, it is not at fanlt? I ean
not coneceive, Mr, President, anything more infamous, anything
more reprehensible, ‘than for the commission to permit any out-
sider to interfere with its examinations and certifieations, and
if it has done it, as charged in this resolution, and if the Sena-
tor’s statement in the resolution is true, the other two commis-
sioners’ resignations ought to be asked for at once.

Listen to this: The only difference the Senator makes is that
he does not ask the penalties to be visited upon his Republican
friends on the commission. He asks that the Postmaster Gen-
eral be dealt with, but the other side of the controversy, to wit,
the Civil Service Commission, that has been permitting itself to
be overreached and overridden by the Postmaster General, ac-
cording to this resolution, are to go without any condemnation,
under the Senator’s resolution.

Mr. NORRIS. Does the Senator think that isa charge against
the Civil Service Commission and their employees?

Mr. McKELLAR. It has been published in every newspaper in
the country. It i8 a charge, and every other man I have heard
say anything about It believes it is a charge.

Mr. NORRIS. Would the Senator like the resolution better if
it were enlarged so as to investigate them as well as the Post-
master General?

Mr. McKELLAR. Noj; and I will tell you why.

Mr. NORRIS. If he would, I would be glad to have him
suggest an amendment.

Mr. McKELLAR. T will, if it is necessary. But let me say
this to the Senator: T am glad the Senator has given his sanc-
tion to the two present members of the commission, as he has
done just now. DBefore the committee that is hearing this case,
Mr. Morrison, the present Demoeratic president of the commis-
sion, and Mr. George RR. Wales, the present Iiepublican commis-
sioner, both appeared, and the guestion contained in this reso-
Iution was read to both of these gentlemen, and they both in-
dignantly denounced it as untrue. The Senator from Nebraska
is in an unfortunate position with his resolution. If the states
ment that is made in it is true, then the Senator's belated de-
fense of the commission can not possibly stand. But I am here
to say that in my judgment two members of the commission,
one 2 Democrat and the other a Republican, are both fair men.
I happened to serve in the House with Mr. Aorrison, of In-
diana, an honest, straight, fair, just man, who would not
permit any man to everreach him, who would not be controlled
by any man in the world; in my judgment he is far too intelli-
zent and honest for anyone to overreach him., 1 want to say
as to Mr, Wales, the other commissioner, the testimony shows
that Mr. Wales is a Vermont Republican, recommended by the

I know the Senator does not want to make a

lan the President
the Civil Service

his place, has issued a
acts are in substance

‘Senator from Vermont [Mr. DitrixcrAs], one of the best men

in the Senate, as straight as a string.
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Alr. Wales himself is an absolutely straight, impartial man—
fair-minded man. There can be no question about his polities.
There can be no question about his ability. He has been with
the commission for 25 years. He is a faithful and honored em-
plovee. He has testified in no uncertain language that the
statement made in the resolution which was introduced by the
Senator from Nebraska is wholly without foundation, and
surely he knows. No one has overreached him, and no one will
overreach him.

Now, we have this remarkable state of affairs——

Mr. NORRIS. May I ask the Senator a question right there?

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield.

Mr. NORRIS. Both these commissioners are new.
liave been in office a comparatively short length of time.

Mr. McKELLAR. That is true as to Mr, Morrison, but Mry.
Wales has held honorable positions in the oflice of the Civil
Service Commission for 25 years.

Mr. NORRIS. Yes, he was chief examiner; but will the Sen-
ator say that these men had any knowledge of the various things
that happened before they became commissioners? As long as
they have been there as commissioners their answer would be
applicable, but it would not apply to the time before they
went in.

Mr. McKELLAR. I am glad the Senator asks that question.
Alr. Morrison did not so testify, because he has been there only
a short time; but Mr. Wales, as I said, has grown up in the
commission ; he has been there for 25 years, and he has held
practically every position under the commission except that of
president or secretary. He has held them all. Ile has been an
examiner ; he has been a law clerk.

Mr. NORRIS. How long has he been commnissioner?

Mr. McKELLAR. He has been commissioner only a few
months or a few weeks, as the case may be, but there is no man
in the commission or out of it that is so familiar with it. He
was familiar with the facts in this ecase when I asked him
questions. He is chief examiner, and as such has more to do
with passing upon the qualifications of applicants for office than
any other man in this country, in the commission or out of it.
Mr, Wales said that during the whole six years of the present
administration, except in due course of business in written let-
ters, written asking for reviews in the way preseribed by the
commission, there has never been any attempt by the Post
Office Department to influence him in the ratings or influence
anyone under him in the ratings.

The remarkable part about the thing is this—and I want to
challenge you gentlemen on the other side of the Chamber right
now that you can not get along on those facts, because the
ratings were changed, as I said before, by a reviewing board
composed of Mr. Hesse, a Republican from Pennsylvania, who
frankly admits he is a Republican. They were passed on by
Mr. Yaden, coming from east Tennessee, who frankly admits
he is a Republican, and by Mr. Kumler, a third member of the
reviewing board, who frankly admits he is a Republican. I
say a charge is made that these three Republicans have joined
in allowing themselves to be overridden and influenced and
overreached and tampered with by the Post Office Department
or the Postmaster General is thoroughly without foundation
under the evidence and can not be upheld for a moment. I
want to say, as I said before, that you gentlemen are just taking
the wrong tack, you have a position which you can not defend,
and I do not believe it will be defended when the case comes
up. So much for that.

This very remarkable fact occurred in examining this record.
Of course when it came to Mr. Craven, the Republican member
whose resignation had been asked for, and Mr. Galloway, the
Democratic member whose resignation had been asked for, the
question came as to why and how they had taken this attitude
toward the Post Office Department, and here is what Mr. Koons
testificdd. Mr. Koons is First Assistant PPostmaster General.
He, and not the Postmaster General, has had to do with the
whole of this matter; he conducts all the negotiations between
ihe PPost Office Department and the Civil Service Commission,
He is fair and frank about it. He is an honest man, abso-
Iutely, and one of the best and most efficient officers in the
whole Government,

Mr. Koons was asked this question: “ Mr, Koons, have you
ever had any conversation with Mr. Craven and Mr. Galloway
in reference to the Post Office Department’s activities with
the Civil Service- Commission?” He said, “ Yes; I have.”
““When did you have it, Mr. Koons?" He said, “ Why, imme-
diately after the resignations of these two gentlemen were
asked for by the President they came down to see me and said,
substantially, * Now, we have always gotten along with your
department.’” Dy the way, these two gentlemen were in the
roont of the eommittee when Mr, Koons made these statements,

They

and the statements were not denied by them. Mr. Koons said,
in substance, “ They came down to see me and said that the
President had asked for their resignations and ‘ We want you
to help us. We have always gotten along well with your de-
partment; we have had some little differences occasionally, but
they were purely formal and official, and we know that you feel
like helping us out. Won't you go to the President and ask the
President to withdraw his request for our resignations?’'”

That was the attitude of these two gentlemen who are now
abusing the department. That was their attitude when the
matter first came up and when they wanted help. They induced
Mr. Koons to go in to Mr. Burleson and introduce them to Mr.
Burleson, or to confer with Mr. Burleson, and they made the
same statements to Mr. Burleson and asked him fo intercede
with the President. Mr. Burleson said it was out of his depart-
ment, and he declined to do it; and immediately these same
gentlemen, who had protested to be the friends of the depart-
ment and to work In harmony with it, began to abuse it in the
NeWspapers,

As T said before, I wholly disagree with Mr, Burleson and
with his policies toward the employees under him. I totally
disagree with Mr. Burleson in his view that the Post Office
Department ought to be made a money-making machine, I do
not think that was its purpose when created. I disagree with
him on many matters. But when it comes to an action of this
kind, without any foundation in fact at all, being taken at the
behest of two men whose resignations have been asked for
and given and accepted, I say it is absolutely indefensible and
no fair-minded man ecan criticize the Postmaster General ov
the Post Office Department under such circumstances as that.
Mr. Burleson may be unpopular, as many of you Republicans
insist, but he is an honest man and he is entitled to a fair,
square deal.

Mr. President, I want to call attention to what has been done.
They made it appear and the newspapers have made it appear
and the Senator fromr Nebraska has made it appear here yester-
day that im certain cases that were passed upon showed that
the Postmaster General was undertaking to influence the Civil
Service Commission.

I want to call attention first to the order.
not the Civil Service Commission:

The position of postmaster at offices of the first, second, and third
classes is not within the classified civil service, and the civil-service
rules and regulations do not apply to such appointments. consequently
the selection of persons for nominations to fill vacancies thereln is
strictly an Executive function, and it is not within the jurisdiction
of the Committee on Reform in ithe Civil Service, House of Representa-
tives, to inquire into such nominations. the recommendation of the
Postmaster General, made (with the approval of the President) in
1914, 1915, 1916, 1917, and 1818, that these positions be by law cov-
ered under the classifled service, had been followed, the committee would
now have full jurisdiction in the premises. But, notwithstanding these
repeated recommendations, earnestly insisted upon, no action has been.
taken, and as the President desired that these positions be as far
removed from partisan politics as pessible, he has taken all action
within his power to take.

Mind you, the Postmasier General recommended that these
offices be put under the classified civil service and it was not
done; and the President, believing in the ecivil service and
standing by it, issued an order that he would hold examina-
tions himself through the Civil Service Commission and ap-
point the highest man, and that has been done. ILet us see
whether it has been done fairly and justly. The Senator frown
Nebraska singled out one case, and I will ecall his attention to
it in a few minutes. But let us see what has been done in the
great majority of cases:

This order simply provides a means by and throngh which ihe I'resi-
dent secores information for his own guidance in selecting suitable per-
sons for nomination to the Senate.

At the request of the President, the Civil SBerviee Commission holds
examinations and rates the papers and certifies the register and cligibles
to this department—

That is, the Post Office Department—

for the consideration of the I'resident, this heing the only conncction
the Civil Service Commission has with these appointments,

Notwithstanding the fact that the Committec on Reform in the Civil
Bervice, House of Representatives, would have no jurisdiction in this
matter, which is purely an Executice function, the Postmaster General
will gladly furnish the information in the utmost detail just as re-
quested by the resolution, so that the facts which have been so grossly
misrepresented may be known to the public. To furnish the detailed
information required by the resolution will, lowever, require an im-
menge amount of work, which will take the limited number of clerks
that ean be assigned to the same several weeks to complete.

The records of the department since the Executive order of Mareh
31, 1917—

I eall the particular attention of the Senator from Nebraska
to this:

Number of nominations from eligible register, 1,267,

Number of nominations of first eligible, 1,185, or 943.T per cent.

Number of nominations of other than Hrst eligible because of death
or refusal of first eligible to accept, 26, or 2 p'r vont.

Mind you, this is
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Number of cases where other than first eligible was nominated
becausn of character or residence of No. 1, 35, or 2.8 ger cent.

Number of nominations of other than first eligible for various reasons
such as health of No, }—tuberculosis, skin disease—ete., 18, or 1.0 per
cent.

Number: of cases still in the hands of the Clvil Service Commission,

Number of cases before the President for consideration awaiting deter-
mination of the application of the act of July 11, 1919, 5.

Number of cases certified by the Civil SBervice Commission but still
under consideration by the department, 285.

These figures show conclusively that the charges so uently made
that the Postmaster General is violating the Executive order of March
381, 1917, are unfair, unjust, and without foundatlon of fact. In this
connection may 1 assert with as much emphasis as possible that in
no case has the Postmaster General or the irst Assistant Postmaster
General, under whose immediate supervision these cases are handled,
by letter or by word spoken, attempted to control or influence the
actlon of the Civil Service Commission in the seleetion of any individual
to fill any vacancy occurring in one of these positions, but have at all
times observed the Execative order in letter and in spirit,

Mr. President, these facts show that over 400 post-office cases
have been suhmitted for review to this Republican reviewing
board, every member of which was o Republican. The ratings
in 4 cases out of over 400 cases have been changed. There have
been 400 applications, of which 4 have been changed, and
largely because of those 4 changes we have here a resolution
offered by the Senator from Nebraska demanding that the Post-
master General be impeached, because a Republican reviewing
board has changed 4 cases out of 400 applications. If Senators
on the other side of the aisle can get along on that proposition,
they will do Detter than I thinlk they can. It is idle, it is
ridiculous. They are simply undertaking fo injure these men
in the Civil Service Commission—and, by the way, let me talk
about that just o minute.

Do you know how many Democrats there are in the Civil
Service Commission? There is one member of the commission,
one law clerk, and one assistant examipner who are the only
three lone Democrats that I have been able to find in the com-
mission service. Do you know how many Republicans there
are? The Republicans have had two members of the commis-
sion, they have had the secretary of the commission—and, by
the way, we have had six years of Democratic rule, teo, you will
remember, and during all those six years the Republicans have
predominated until the last few months,

The chief examiner is a Republican; the secretary of the
commission is a Republican; all of the examiners except one
are Iepublicans; and yet you gentlemen are complaining be-
canse the Republican reviewing board and the Republican on
the commission have changed the ratings of 4 Democrats
out of over 400! I have known the Senator from Nebraska
for a long time; he is a very fair man; and I do not believe
that under those circumstances, when he learns the facts dis-
closed in the hearing before the Post Office Committee—and

* here are 400 pages of them, and I am going to send them over
to the Senator from Nebraska for his examination—I do not
believe he will push an investigation of that kind which puts
his own political friends on the commission—and I mean
nothing discourteous by that, because so far as I have been
able to see they are falr and just men—and I believe the
Senator from Nebraska will agree that they ought not be
put in an awkward position. Everyone of them has decided
the case against the Senator in the previous investigation.
When the matter comes up before the Civil Service Com-
mittee you are going to find all of your Republican friends on
the commission telling you that you are wrong about it, for
you are wrong about it.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr, President——

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield to the Senator.

Mr. NORRIS. I wish again to remind the Senator from
Tennessee that he i8 not correctly stating my position.

Mr. McKELLAR. Then, I am glad T am not.

Mr., NORRIS. The Senator is putting up a straw man and
knocking it down. I have made no attack, and I make no
attaclk, on the Civil Service Commission or its employees; and
I again challenge the Senator to find in my remarks on yester-
day anything which may bear the construection which he is
placing upon them.

Mr. McKELLAR. I leave it to fair-minded men. The Sen-
ator’s resolution charges that the Civil Service Commission

has permitted the Postmaster General to interfere with its.

duties. Let me read it. Tt charges—

Mr. NORRIS. Commence at the beginning,

Mr. McKELLAR. Wait a minute,

Mr. NORRIS. Read it all again.

Mr. MeKELLAR. I do not want to read it all again.
resolution, in part, reads:

Whether the Postmaster General has used the power of his office

to control the action of the Civil Bervice Commission in such examina-
tions and certificntions,

The

If he has, the Civil Service Commission certainly are griev-
ously at fault and they ought not to occeupy their positions,
But I am defending them and say they have not permitted the
Postmaster General to interfere with thelr duties, and that the
testimony shows that the Postmaster General has not attempted
to do so. In the name of Mr. Morrison, the splendid Democratic
member of the commission, and eof Mr. Wales, the equally
splendid Republican member of the commission, I challenge
any member of the subcommittee—and one of them is present
now, and there was another one here a few moments ago—to say
if George R. Wales and Martin Morrisor, in their testimony and
in their demeanor before the committee, did not fully justify
the estimate which I have placed upon them.

Mr. President, there are one or two other matters about
whieh I wish to talk for just a moment which were referred to
on yesterday by the Senator from Nebraska. One Is the
Greenup case at Bremerton, Wash. It was a case which was
brought to the attention of the Assistant Postmaster General
and of the committee by Mr. Craven, of Washington, the mem-
ber of the commission whose resignation was asked for. The
postmaster at Bremerton had died or resigned, and an exmning-
tion was had. ~The Republican examiners held the examination
and reported in favor of a man by the name of Greenup as
having the highest rating, As soon as their report eame in to the
Postmaster General, or rather to the Assistant Postmaster
General—the Postmaster General had nothing in the world to
do with these matters; Mr., Koons looked after them, and T do
not suppose the Postmaster General ever heard of any of
these cases—when the name of Mr. Greenup was sent in as the
highest eligible, and whom the President was to appeint under
the rule, the Post Office Department wrote a letter, which is in
the record, stating that Mr. Greenup had been assistant post-
master at that place until a few months previously ; that he had
embezzled the Government's funds; that he had been Indicted
for that offense; that he had pleaded guilty to the indietment
and had been fined $150 by the Federal court for embezzling
the funds of the Government. Under those circumstances the
Post Office Department declined to appoint Mr. Greenup and
asked for another examination.

Alr. Craven sent out an inspector to ascertain whether or not
the statements were true; he did not take the word of the
Post Office Department; but really undertook in his testimony
to defend the certification of Mr. Greenup, as will be found. I
asked “ Why, is it posible, Mr. Craven, that you were not willing
to thank the Post Office Department of the Government for call-
ing your attention to such a matter?” Finally, after a vigorous
cross-examination, he admitfed that this man ought not to have
been appointed ; and he was not appointed. Is there anything
wrong about that? Ought the Postmaster General to Dbe im- .
peached for not submitting to a certifieation like that?

Something was said about a Texas case, and I have a letler
that was sent to Chairman Townsenp, of the Post Office Con-
mittee, to-whieh I desire to eall attention. This letter was writ-
ten by Mr. Koons. If I have made a mistake about the Bremer-
ton post office, T shall be obliged to the Semator from Wash-
ington [Mr. JoxEs] if he will correct me, as the post office is in
his State. ;

Mr, JONES of Washington. Oh, Mr. President, I have had
very little connection with the post offices in my State during the
last eight years, and I Enow nothing about the facts In connec-
tion with that case.

Mr., McKELLAR. I am delighted to hear the Senator make
that statement. T knew that he would not defend an appoint-
ment of that kind. The letter to which I have referred reads:

PosT OFrPICE DEPARTMENT,
FinsT ASSISTANT POSTMASTER GENERAL,
: Washington, Auguat 20, 1919,
Hon. CHARLES X, TOWNSEXD

Chairman Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads;
United Stales Senate.

My DeAn SeNaTor Towxsenp: I have your letter of the 1Sth instant
requesting the department to furnish for the use of the' committee all
inspectors’ reports regarding the postmaster at Willis, Tex., as well as
any charges which have been preferred agalnst the nominee for post-
master at Willis, Mr, Charles F. Butts,

In reply you are advised that the postmaster at Willis died several
months ago, and it is therefore assumed that you do not desire any in-
spectors’ reports relating to his record. As a result of the postmaster’s
death an examination was held by the Civil Service Commission for post-
master at Willis; as a result of which Mr. Charles ¥, Butis was certified
as the highest eligible for appointment. Charges having been preferred
against Mr. Butts, an inves tion thereof was made by a post-offica
inspector, and as the report indicated that the advisability of his ap-
pointment was questionabie it was submitted in accordance with the
usual practice tn these cases to the Civil Service Commission for review,
for the puflpoae of determining whether nis name should be eliminated
from the eligible register. The inspector's report dated March 15, 1910,
a ‘copy of the department’s letter to the commiszion transmitting the
report, and the commission’s reply dated May 14, 1919, are inclosed here-
with. You will observe that the commission concluded that there was
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no ground for cancellation of the application of Mr. Botts. TIn view
of this report of the commission, the department could take no action
in the matter In view of the provisions of the Executive order of March
31, 1917, other than to submit his name to the P'resident for appoint-
ment.

These papers are furnished at your request for the confidential jn-
formation of the committee, and with the request that they be returned
as soon as possible to the department.

J. C. Knoxs,

Very sincercly,
Acting Postmaster General.

Here was one of the 396 cases out of the 400 that the reviewing
board upon which attacks have been made failed to change.
What was the result? The Post Office Department sent the
name in to the President, it being the first name on the eligible
list. The President sent the name to the Senate, and the Sen-
ate rejected Mr. Butts because, it is supposed, of his character
as shown by the department investigation. That is the situ-
ation; all you have to do is to examine into the cases. What-
ever else may be sald about Mr. Burleson, in the light of this
evidence, youn can not charge him with having debauched the
Civil Service Commission. In the first place, he has not done
s0 and has not tried to do so, and, in the second place, I say that
the two civil-service commissioners are such men as can not be
debauched by Mr. Burleson or by any other man. They arve
men of the highest character and standing.

Incidentally I might say that seven men have passed upon the
Morehead City case, five Republicans and two Democrats. Five
of these gentlemen, four Republicans and one Democrat, have
testified that the ratings as changed were proper ratings. Sen-
ators on the other side have a majority ; they can defeat My,
Wade, who has been nominated under these circumstances, but
whenever they do they turn down their own partisans on the
commission, members of their own party who have testified and
sworn that these ratings were correct.

The Senator from Nebraska says he made no attack upon
these gentlemen and that they bear good reputations. In that
I cordially agree, and if they have not done any wron_ in this
case I know the Senator from Nebraska. honest and honorable
man as he is, will uphold the members of his party when they
have done no wrong.

Mr. President, as I have heretofore said, the truth of the mat-
ter is that the proposed investigation is purely political. - Some
Senators on the other side of the Chamber have thought that
this was an opportune time to * jump on” a member of th2
President’s Cabinet. The resolution was offered and I voted for
the resolution, for I court the utmost investigation of these
matters, but when they are investigated Senators will be abso-
lutely convinced that the Civil Service Commissgion is an honor-
able, upright, and splendid body, and that the Postmaster Gen-
eral has not undertaken to override or overreach that commis-
sion. I have tried very strenuously before our subcommittee to
et that committee, before which these charges have been made,
to permit Mr. Burleson to come before the committee and be
heard in his own defense, but up to this time the subcommittee
has refused to hear him. It has heard elaborate charges against
him, but will not permit him to be heard in his own defense.
The charges are therefore confessedly purely political, and, as
I believe from the evidence, without foundation.

Mr, NORRIS. Mr., President, the Senator from Tennessee
has been engaged now for an hour in putting up straw men and
knocking them down. He has enjoyed it, and I certainly have
no objection. He has continually attempted to convey the im-
pression that the resolution I have introduced is an attack on
the Civil Service Commission, and then he mentions names of
two members of the Civil Service Commission now In oflice and
says they are high-minded, able men. With that I agree.
happen to have served in the House with the Democratic mem-
ber, and I have a very high regard fer him, I know that Mr.
Wales, the other member, has been in civil-service work nearly
all his mature life. I do not think he has any polities, although
he is designated as a Republican. I have made no attack on
either of them.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. NORRIS. I yield.

Mr. McKELLAR. What was the statement the Senator made
about Mr. Wales?

Mr. NORRIS. T said that he had been engaged in the civil-
service work nearly all his mature life; T did not think he had
any real politice. He has been out of politics ever since he has
been connected with the commission,

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I am always for defending
a good man, even if he is a Republican ; and I wish to say about
My, Wales that he is such a good Republican that when it comes
to important national elections, as I am reliably informed, he
pays his own way, goes to Vermont like the gentleman and

Republican that he is, and votes the Republican ticket. e is
that kind of a Republican, and that is perfectly proper. -

Mr. NORRIS. I am glad to hear that. That certainly is in
his favor and is quite a good recommendation for him. Dut,
Mr. President, the idea I want to convey—and the Senator from
Tennessee will agree with me in it I know—is that during all
the time Mr., Wales has been connected with the Civil Service
Commission there never has been, so far as I have been uble {o
determine or hear, any charge made against him that he was
ever trying to use his position for the sake of getting a party
advantage for anybody. In other words, he has been enforeing
the law and holding the examinations as he believed to be right,
regardless of politics. The Senator seems to think that I am
fighting his confirmation in the Senate. I know of no objection
to his confirmation. I have none. I am not personally ac-
quainted with Mr. Wales. I know ouly some of his work, and
know him somewhat by reputation, and I do not know anything
against him. I never have made a charge against him: and
regardless of the eloguence of the Senator from Tennessce he
ean not construe this resolution into such a charge or as to Mr.
Morrison, either. The things that I have complained of have
not taken place under these commissioners. X

The Senator from Tennessee wentioned some cases thar T
know nothing about. T have no doubt that he can find dozens
of other cases where justice was probably done. It is a re-
markable faect, however, that in the action of the Post Office
Department on these examinations, whenever a Democrat—at
least, the right kind of a Democrat—is the eligible, he is nomi-
nuted; his name is sent in. An investigation will show, I
think—I have not made it—that a iarge majority of the cases
that have been held up are cases where Republicans were at
the top of the list in the examinations held by the Civil Serviee
Commission.

Alr. McKELLAR. My, President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. NORRIS. T yield.

Mr. McKELLAR. Has the Senator made any examination
as to the polities of the majority of the postmasters that have
been appeinted in hig own State under this order since it was
made?

Mr. NORRIS. I have not examined any of them except those
which have been brought to my attention by some contest; and
in every instance in those cases the objection by the Post Office
Department to the man selected by the Civil Serviee Commis-
sion has been urged against a Republican.

Mr. McKELLAR. Is not that perfectly natural, when you
come to think of the fact, that the examiners who pass on the
qualifications of all these applicants are all Republicans, that
the reviewing board is composed of Republicans, that the sec-
retary of the Civil Service Commission is a Republican, and
that one of the two members of the commission itself is a
Republican?

Mr. NORRIS. No.

Mr, McKELLAR. Is it remarkable at all?

Mr. NORRIS. No; that is not remarkable, after the state-
ment of the Senator from Tennessee that these Republicans
have been doing such wonderfully good work and that lie has
no complaint 1o wake against their work. Now, I do not care,
as far as I am concerned, whether the successful ones beleng
to one party or to the other, If we are in earnest about en-
forcing this law, we must entirely disregard political aflilia-
tions in the selection of postmasters.

Mr. McKELLAR. DMr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. NORRIS. I yield to the Senator.

Mr. McKELLAR. I, of course, feel sure that the Senator
wunts to be fair apout this; and my complaint is not that the
Senator does not want to be fair, but that the Senator has not
investigated. For i stance, in his own State I am reliably in-
formed that since this order has gone into effect a majority of
the first eligibles that have been reported and a majority of the
postmasters appointed and confirmed in Nebraska since this
order has gone into effect were Republicans.

Mr. NORRIS. Where did the Senator get his information?

Mr. McRELLAR. I got the information from the depart-
ment. 1

Mr. NORRIS. From the Post Oflice Department?

Mr. McKELLAR. I did.

Mr. NORRIS. How did the Post Office Department find it
out?

Mr. McKELLAR. I do not know.

Mr. NORRIS. If they were doing their duty as the order
and the law intended them to do it, they would not know the
polities of these men. Why is the Postmaster General golng

out and investigating the politics of men who are applicants
for post offices when we have this great, big, broad order that
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says we are going to eliminate politics from the consideration
of the entire question?

I have not investigated in any case except where there has
been a contest in my State, and I gave some illustrations of it
yesterday. I should like to have heard the Senator from Ten-
nessee give his opinion as to whether or not I, as a Member of
the Senate, and part of the appointing body under the Consti-
tution, having an official duty to perform, had a right to go into
the Post Office Department down here, presided over by the man
he has eulogized so much, and ask to see the papers and the
evidence where there was a contest. I have not heard the
Senator say anything about that.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr, President, does the Senator want to
know?

M. NORRIS. Yes.

Mr. McKELLAR. I think it is not only the Senator's privi-
lege and not only the Senator’s right, but I think it is the Sena-
tor's duty, where any of his constituents’'——,

Mr. NORRIS. I knew the Senator would say that.

Mr. McKELLAR. Just one moment. Where any of his con-
stituents’ interests are at stake T think it is his duty to inquire
about it, and if he does not know about their politics, he ought
to inquire about that. I will say that if the Senator wants my
opinion,

Mr. NORRIS. I would not go as far as the Senator. If we
are going to keep them out of politics, then we ought not to go
into the partisan question, and I am one who believes in keep-
ing them out of politics. T have believed in it for a great many
vears. I believed in it when my party had control over the post
offices, and 1 tried to bring about a law that would put them
under ihe jurisdiction of the Civil Service Commission. I favor
it yet. There never was a Member of Congress or a citizen of
this country who felt better than I did when President Wilson
issued that order taking them out of polities; and if the admin-
istration had only earried it out in good faith there would have
been no complaint from me. That order was issued on the 31st
day of March, 1917, Now, you will remember that the order
provides that when there are vacancies the Postmaster General
shall call upon the Civil Service Commission to hold examina-
tions, and although that order was issued on the 31st day of
March, 1917, the first examinations under a call of the Post Office
Department took place in April, 1918, It was more than a year
after the order was issued before the Postmaster General even
tried to put it into effect. Do you think the President could have
been in ignorance of this neglect of duty of the Postmaster Gen-
eral? If he wanted his order obeyed and earried out in good
faith, would he not have compelled action sooner than this?

The Civil Service Commission has been issuing statements
cevery month for the benefit of those who want to take the
examinations. There is a different examination held in post
oflices where the salary is $2,400 or more. According to those
statements, the total number of post oflices paying more than
$2,400 salary for which examinations have been held from April,
1918, the date of the first examination, up to and including
June, 1919, was 146, and out of that total of 146 there have
been only 66 nominations—that is, for the important offices.
There is more desire to control them than those that are lower
down. The Senator has given some statistics about unimpor-
tant post offices. I know nothing about it. I am willing to
accept it. Nobody claims that in every post office an attempt
is made to control the action of the Civil Service Commission.

Mr. President, these post offices with a salary of more than
$2,400 have, as I said, a different system of examination. They
are not, of course, under the civil service, because, as I said
vesterday, it was impossible to place them there completely.
Even Congress could not do that by law; it would be unconsti-
tutional, because the President has the power to appoint post-
masters to presidential offices. So that in the examinations
held for postmasters drawing a salary of more than $2,400 there
was at first quite a contest in the commission. Mr, Mcllhenny,
the chairman of the commlission—and, by the way, I understood
the Senator to say that this commission had two Republicans
and Gue Democrat. It has had two Democrats and one Repub-
lican ever since Mr. Wilson was President.

Mr. McKELLAR. Oh, no; Mr. McInhenny and Mr. Craven
were both Republicans, and Mr. Mellhenny went out just a
short time ago. I am sure the Senator has not looked into this
question,

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, it is of very little importance,
but my understanding is that Mr, McIlhenny is a Demoerat.

Mr. McKELLAR. Oh, no; oh, no. He was appointed by
President Roosevelt, and he is a Republican.

Mr. NORRIS. O, well, President Roosevelt appointed Demo-
crafs, and there was a good share of the time that President
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Taft was President when the commission was composed of two
Democrats and one Republican.

Mr. McKELLAR. Obh, there never was any question about
Mr. McIlhenny's politics. The Senator had better look into this
matter, because the entire commission is Republican.

Mr. NORRIS. As I say, I do not care whether he is a Demo-
crat or a Republican. I understood that he was a .Democrat.
Probably I got that from the fact that when he got into trouble
with the other two commissioners, and they could not get along
for a while, there is not any doubt that Burleson was trying
to get him out, and he could not get him out until they found
a nice place to put him, and President Wilson put him in another
job drawing $10,000 a year salary, where he is nicely situated
now. I supposed, therefore, he was a Democrat. At least it
is safe to say he was a Wilson supporter. His reward shows
that.

As T said, in these more important offices, where the salary
is $2,400 or more, the examination is to a great extent under
the control of the Post Office Department. The other two
commisgioners did not want to hold it in that way, but Mr.
McIlhenny did. The Republican, Mr. Craven, and the Democrat,
Mr. Galloway, wanted the Civil Service Commission to hold
these examinations entirely without the assistance of the in-
spectors of the Post Office Department, but the chairman of
the commission, Mr. Mellhenny objected, and it was put up to
the President to decide, and he agreed with the chairman, so that
to quite an extent the 'resident, by this decision, took the offices
of the highest class out from under the control of the Civil
Service Commission.

Mr. McKELLAR. Will the Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ne-
braska yield to the Senator from Tennessee?

Mr. NORRIS. Yes.

Mr. McKELLAR. The Senator understands that quite a ma-
jority of all of the district inspectors who make these examina-
tions with the inspector from the Civil Service Commission are
Republicans. Just take my case.

Mr. NORRIS. 1 do not care for that.

Mr. McKELLAR. I know the Senator does nof,

Mr. NORRIS. The Senator has not claimed that they are
doing anything wrong, or that they are violating the law, or
that they are not enforeing it in good faith.

Mr. McKELLAR. But the Senator is, indireetly.

Mr. NORRIS, No; I am not.

Mr. McKELLAR. I am glad the Senator is not.

Mr. NORRIS. The Senator is trying to make me¢ do that,
but I will not.

Mr. President, I have here an article printed in the Philadel-
phia Press that gives sueh a good deseription of the difficulty
that first arose down there in the Civil Service Commission
between the chairman and the other two members, and the
methods the Postmaster General had taken to take these ex-
aminations partly out from under the control of the Civil Service
Commission, that T ask that it may be printed as a part of my
remarks without reading.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, There being no objection, the
article will be printed In the REcorp.

The matter referred to is as follows:

[From the Philadelphla Press of August 28, 1919.)

SBENSATIONS SEEN IN CiviL-SErvICE Quiz; BrrLEsoN AccUsED—COM-
MISSION * (GREATLY ABUSED,” CHArRGE—WILsox Svreuesses Hor
NOTE FROM GALLOWAY—GET FACTS OF SHAKE-UP—* COLLUSION BE-
TWEEN UNITED STATES PosTAL INSPECTORS AND CIVIL-SERVICE
AGENTS GENERAL,” ILINT,

(By Charles I. Michael.)
WasHiNcgToN, August 27,

A sensation is promised in the investigation now being made by
civil-service advocates against the conduct of the Civil Bervice Com-
mission, which, It is alleged, has been greatly abused by Postmaster
General Burleson. Commissioner Galloway, it is asserted, bas written
a letter to President Wilson which makes very serious charges against
Mr. Burleson. This letter has been supprmed‘:

Although the Ertnc! als in the matter sre reluctant to give out In-
formation, little { little, from various sources, the facts with referrnce
to the recent shake-up in the United States Civil Scrvice Commission
aré coming to light.

Becanse of certain information (hat had come to President Wilson
with reference to the Civil Service Commission he invited Commissloners
Galloway and Craven to the White House for an interview on July b,
1917. he President deemed the matters that were discussed of such
importance that he requested the two commissioners to call for a
second conference on July 0, 1917. The facts relating to the official
conduct of Mr. McIlhenny, chairman of the commission, already in the
possession of the President, and the facts presented to him by the two
commissioners, the one ocrat and the other a Republican, were
of such a nature that a short time after these Interviews Postmaster
General Burleson, speaking with authority, informed Galloway and
Craven that McIlhenny was going to be removed just as soon as a man
could be found to take his place. Soon after Burleson offered Me-
Ilhenny’s place to Vietor Murdock, but Murdock turned it down for a




2910

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE.

SEPTEMBER 25,

place on: the Federal Trade Commission. Then Burleson offereil the
place fo Robert W. Woolley, who preferred an appointment as Interstate
Commerce Commissioner.

NELD FOR- $10,000.

But, after all, My, MeIlhenmy did not 3‘0 He stayed for 18 months,
He stayed untll the administration cnu! ﬁnd him a.gnod. fat Slﬂ 000
job te go to, taking with him a letter from the President him

ce commissioner.
and seleeting his

highly fog his conduet as elvili
stay ¥ W, h*- ﬂld Burleson’s zeal in. ou

successor Ing It was beeause Burleson needed Mellhenny in his
hunlnms-—unti thls Dbrings u matter of examinations for presi-

;I;mﬂtnol post affices, e‘:pecial?y those paying a salary of more than | and

" Rusiness training and experience™ iz ihe [prlucipnl thing in these
examinations. Who collects the facts tmon wh h an applimt is rated
on Imsiness trainlng and rience ? ce in From
whaom does the inspector collect thm tncls" me persons llviu in
the town where the post office 1s located. Who selects the nersons to
be interviewed by the ispector as to an applicant’s business training
:I’md ;xpé’riencc? i['he inspeetor does—wnh such hints as may be given
vy the nt.

On these investigating frips the st-office inspector ls accompanied
by some one connected with' the Civil Service Commission, who, it is

perfectly safe to say, never finds it advisable to differ v much from
the inspector—he esl‘sr goes along. The information eollected by the
inspector is forwarded to the commission, where it is rated.

1t is obvions that this kind of an examination, conameretl as an.
examination by the Civil Service Commission, is sumepti e to abuse,
A% lim?tmthm is abundant gronnd for a aifference of o'plnlou as to its
advizsability,

SPLIT ON EXAMINATION.

Burleson and Mellhemmy favored this kind of an cxamination. Gallos
wiy aml Craven voted inst it, and this was an nnwlae stee it thelr
highest desire was simply to hold omto thelr jobs. President,
having given the Civil ire Com n over to Burlamn a8 an ap-
pendage of the Post Office Department, any oppesition to the wishes
of Burleson was unpardonable.

The matter was ﬁml‘lx left to the President, who promonneed in favor
of tlie plan proposed by B o and M&.Ilhcnns—utne plan which is
now pursued in these o ons. Of course, after the President
decided In favor of thlq kind of an examination Gallnwar and Craven
wlthdrew all nppnsluou to it and tried to have the cxaminations for all
president honestly and impartially and favered
the nnmlnligm of t tgpllmmts who stood highest in tho cxamina-
tions, in amonlanm wi lain terms of the Exoeutive order of
March 31, 1917, providing for anch examinations and nominations. In
pursuing tllis course there were cases in which they were nnahle to
carry out Burleson's wishes—henes Burleson’s demand that ibe Presi-
dent request the immediate resignation of Galloway and Craven.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, there are several things that
I shenld like to take up that I am not going to take up now.
I may go into them againg but I understand that the Senator
from Wisconsin [Mr. Lesroor] is to speak on the league of
nations and the treaty with Germany, and I do not want to
interfere with hin.

T want to eall the attention of ihe Senate, however,. tfo some
written. charges made against the Postmaster General hy Mr.
Galloway. Just before I vemd ihem, T wanf to say again that
the partieular things that I referred to in reference to the
impeachment of the Postmaster (fenoral have not even been
referred to i the reply made hy the Senator from: Tenmessec
[Mr. McKELuAR].

Under date of Marvch 17, 1919, Mr. Galloway, a Demecratic
member of the Civil Service Commission, filed ilie following
charges at the White ITouse, duly signed:

1. Through the efforts of the commission's district secretary at San
Francisco it was found that €larence Tynan, second-class tmaster
at HSalinas, Calif.,, had selicited political contributions from post-
masters in Monterey County, Calif.,, in violation of =ections 118 and
119 of the Criminal .t the evidence snbmitted 1he commission
recomm to_the Attorney tiemeral thal. fieps be taken for tho

rosecution of Mr, for his viol of gections 118 and 1719,

D
and the Post. Office Dmrtnmt was mqueated on December 21, 1016,
to remove him from service. e was mﬂicted, iried, convicted,

and flned $175. The department was repeatedly requested by the
g!ommiwslon to remove this postmaster, It Mr. Durleson refused- to
ao 50

About June, 1917, Mr. Burleson requesied we to come to his office,
where e nrged that !.he commission dismiss or remove’ Mr. Soyder,
our distriet at San Francisco; beeanse of his activity in col-
lecting the evidence against Postmaster’ Tynan. T considered that this
was a dishonorable proposition and refused to enterinine it, as Mr.
sSnyder had done nothing more than his plain doty.

Now, AMr, President, T will not read all of thig, hut T will
asle to have it all printed. TFor the reasons given hefore, T
want to hurry through. Dut T am going to rend No. 5 of the
charges, which is as follows:

O Just before the last congressional eleefion,
tary of Xlv, llm'lasﬂn, addmeﬂ

Mr. MeArdle, seere-
- leiter to' the postmasters in the
state of Hu'rndn he postmasters: to. do everything in their
power to reslec Uni rl Btates Senntor IIESpERsSON, In some way o
copy of this letter fell info the hands of Senator PESROSE, of Pennsyl-
vania, Nenator PENROSE lmd the letter read into the CONGRRSSIONAL
Tlle commission cagnizance of the case by addressing

to Mr. MeArdle nsktng him for a statément In the matter,
This letter remained unanswersd for several weeks, Again  Mr.
MeArdle was written fo in an effort 10 obfain 1 statement Imm laim,
To neither of these letters has the eommission yet hiad n r:}l.l T
liave understood from some souren that Mr. Burleson told Mr. rdle
to pay no attention to this commission’s request in this case,

| masters in

There being no objection, the matter referred to was ordered
to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

1. Through the efforts of the commisslon's distriet secretary at San
_Francisco it was found that Clarence Tynan, second.c oitmu;imr
at Salinas, Calif., had solmitad political comtributions m post-

Monterey (:mmt)' in violation of sections 118 and

119 of the Criminal Code: (frn the.r evidence submitted the commission
recommended to the Attomey General that be taken for the
prosecution: of Mr. for his violation of sections 118 and 119,
and the Post omce De ent was requested, on December 21, 1916
to rmvu 81’?5. Ay serviece. El'e wns mdimd, tried, mnncted,
equested by the

gommlsaion to. remove this pwmastcr !mt Mr. lﬁurloson refus{-ﬂ to

About June, 1917, Mr. Burleson requested me te come to his office
where he urged that the commission. dismiss or remove Mr, Snyder,
cnr district secretary at San I'rancisco, because of his activity in
collecting the cvidence against Postmaster Tynan. I considered that
this was a dishonorable proposition and refused to entertain it, as
Mr Bn der had done nothing more than his plnin duty.

on

ut 13 months ago the co held Xam
presidenﬂa.l postmaster at Buffalo, Wyo. Four mgvtmkli';tlon <5
nation., One quallﬂed. After the Ia of months Mr, Burleson

returned that case to Lomml&s!m henny. who, wil
tion with the mmm:lmon. ed: that the );mw . I:trmﬁm;gmtt:o
he b.lshast e!luhle and

Knowing of Com-
not allowing such cases
to comn to the commlssion. as t]m) should in the ordinary ecourse of

giness, I with our examioers in the case and reafirmed the
ariglml mung and deelined to hold a. new. cxamination. issioner
Craven joined me in this decision. To have declared this man ineligible
after 15 months had elnmﬂ wonlil Liave made the Civil Nervice Commis-
sion a langhingstock and have abselutely destroyed confidence in tts
ratings. y months after the examination was held the Post O
Department sent an inspector to. Bufalo to investigate the oligihles.
The only th &tlmt the post-offiec inspeetor reported against the highest
eligible was B “imellned to buy every Z he SR, althongh
Le was not in debt,”” an alm that “ he had a u memory."

Early in 1917 an examination was held residential posimaster

'at Lockhart, Tex, November 14, 1917, the ollowing certifications
were: made to the Tost Office Department :

Neawme and grade.,

By HiRrowne oo oo & e et .85
Tt!nm 1R T A S N N o Sl e i :‘E%{:
\ll:kbrt M. t;rlzsby____ e . R 20

s¢ Emma K, 1 LRy AL AL SV E AL TV E BTN 811G
Mrs l)nis,v Franks._ _ FA % 7100
Hugh W. Pritchard__ 645, 85
Joe- Ju Lancaster_ . ______ " - 47. 40

Shortly after this ccrtlltcat!on was made to Mr. Burlesen his secretary,

Mr; Mc.\nuo. called m¢ on the telephonme amd said that the Postmaster
;Gmr-.lu e, Emma K. Durleson, was fourth. on the list, and
‘ihat the Postmaster General was \'ﬂ? greatly interested. in the case
and desired me personally to see fo-it that the papers were rerated
for the purpoese of making his nicer nomber one on the list. Then the
lease came toome with a letier from tlle Wirst Assisiant Postmaster
(ieneral formally reguesting that the papers be’ reviewed. 1 direeted
. that the papers l-c- reviewed, and wrote to fhe department that alter a
eareful review and reconsideration of the papers it was foand that no
change could he- made in the ratings. These letters, of course, are in
‘the files of the commission,

. In_Angust, 19015, Mr. Burleson, throngh bhis seerctary, telephoneld
to-me that Mr. Bugene Reed, a former Member of € ongress from New
Hampshire, and then a candidate for the Unlted States. Sennte from
Now Hamps=hire, was being sent down to seos me with reference (o the
gastmasturshjp at Pnrfamouih. N. I, He sabd he was very anxions fo

AVE 4 ma!r in whonr Mr. Reml was interested appointel postmaster at

Portsmon and urged me to make his man pomber one, i€ possihle.
Ina !ittlar while Mr.. lleed came In and stateid bis case, ur g the im-
portance of his candidate’s appointment in assisting in h ecandidacy
for the United Btates Sepate. 1 had a very pleasant chat with’ Mr.
Itead: and told him that the only thing I counld do for Mm was to In-
form Mr. Burleson of the name of the man who was rated the highest,
a8 It was our understanding that no information concerning presidential
posimmster sxaminations shonlid be given ont at the commission’s nffice.
I told bim I would do nhat I could’ to expedite the examination of the
applicants and would advise Mr, Burleson as eardy as possible of the
name of the highost eligible.

3. Just before the lnst congressional election Mr. MeArdle, seceriary
to Ar. Burleson, addressed a letter to the pestmasiors in the State of
Nevada, urging the postmasters. to do ey erf'ﬂling in their power to re-
clect United States Senator HENDERSON. In some way a ecopy of this
letter fell into the hands of Nenmator I'RXRosE, of Pennsylvan Hena-
tor ’EXROSE had the leticr read into tlie COXGRESSIONAT, Iil:t.'onn The
commission took cognizanee of the case by addressing a letter to A
AlcArdle, asking him for a statement in the matter. Chis letter remained
ananswered for several weeks. Again Mr, MeArdle was written to in an
effort to obtain a statement feom lim. To neither of theso lefters has
the commission yet had a « 1 have understoed from some source
that Mr. Burleson told Mr. MeArdle to pay no atteniion to this commis-
slon's request in this easc.

0. The commission recently held an oxamination for the thinl-class
post office at Fries, Va., and: the results were dertified to the departinent.
The department retumod the papers to the commission, stating that it
had been discoversd that the highest eligible had at some time in his life
lost one hand, and regoesting the eommission to deelarce the highest man
ineligible because of this defeet. AMr. ¢raven nnd m fﬁﬁu \'oted against
the cancellation of his eliglhulu Alr. Mcellhenny yo lng in nvm- ul It

A great many presidential pnstmuslvr cases have been sent to Commis-
sioner Mellhenny for rerating in thie hope of declaring the highest man
ineligible, Of course; I am not in position to say what Mr. Durleson
may hare said to Mr, Mcllhenny in these cases, beeanse Mr, Méllhenny
has rsistently withbeld from the commission overything that it was

ossible for himm to withhold, Commisgioner Mcllbenny kas performesd

nnumerable aets in the name of the Civil Servics Commission of which

ihe commission had, in fact, no knowledge. One of the three men, Mr.
Yaden, who examines the presidential postmaster papers, wade the state-
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ment to me that Commissioner Mcllbenny practically dictated the rat-
ings in every examination for presldentiagarostmau:er. In view of the
situation which has existed at this commission since 1 became a member
on June 20, 1913, it has been impossible for Com Craven and
myself to learn just what was going on here because of the fact that Mr,
Mellhenny had an alr-tight organization within the commission which
did his absolute bidding. This situation continued until June 26, 1917,
when I informed Mr. McIlhenny that this matter of maladministration
could not longer continue. On July 5 and on July 9 Commissioner
Craven and I reported the situation to the President personally. Even
. after that date I went alon p:ensant!fr with Mr. Mcllhenny in an effort

to do team work, until in tober, when I caught him in a_falsehood,
and, confronting him with it, he called me a liar, which I promptly
resented.

I mention these cases spoolﬁcall{ in order to show that Mr, Burleson
had a motive for favoring my retirement from the Civil SBervice Com-
mission.

inclosed herewith please find a statement made by the secretary of
ilie commission with refererce to the one and only sharp controversy I
had with Mr., Mcllhenny,

Sincerely, yours,

Cras, M. GALLOWATY.

Mr. NORRIS. In conclusion, Mr. President, I want to read
two letters from a prominent Democrat of my State, which, in
2 way, may be said to be in defense of Mr, Burleson. I have no
doubt that in the Democratic Party there are many pie-counter
statesiien who objected to the order of President Wilson, who
«do not want it enforced, who did not want it made in the first
place, who would be glad to see Mr, Burleson disregard it more
than he has disregarded it, and who are angry with Mr. Burle-

<on becuuse he has not disregarded it more than he has. There
ix not any question about that. .
I have no sympathy, of course, with those men. They are

entitled to their opinion. I am not finding any fault with them.
I do not believe that that is proper, however. I think that we
ought to see, as far as we can, that this order is enforced in
wood faith. I am going to read two letters from a man well
known in my State, a prominent Demoecrat, in which he con-
(demns Mr. Burleson in order to satisfy some of his Democratic
friends that the senior Senator from Nebraska is not able always
to get Democrats in office. The first of these letters reads:
UNITED STATES SENATE,
Washington, D. C., May 31, 1919,

That is the letterhead.

My DEeanr Mrs. WEEKES : I have your letter and hasten to reply.

Burleson says * result of examination is only thing that will count—
ng politics—makes no difference if a Republican is chosen.”

That is the kind of a Postmaster General we have, and this is what
makes Democrats boilinﬁ hot and has caused numbers of them to band
together to insist upon Burleson's removal.

HiTciicock was the only Democrat in Congress to voice a protest
ngainst Burleson's tyranny, and, of course; Burleson didn't like it..

We will likely suffer the distinct embarrassment one of these days of
seeing n Republican newspaper man who writes bitterly gnrtlsan copy
heing chosen Lo supplant a Democrat in one of our good Nebraska towns.
We held the appointment up for a long time—

You notice, he says “we'"—

Ly checkmating confirmation, but will be unable to do so with a Repub-
lican majority,

All of this ¥s a burning shame, but Burleson, the tyrant, has the upper
hand and proposes to keep it. = -

There is one ray of light, however, and it may penetrate the dark
r;amsaos to Democratic advantage before the Norfolk postmaster is
chosen.

It Nurleson is removed before the appointment comes it may be that
his successor will see to it that justice is done. I will watch develop-
ments closely and will keep you advised.

Agnin [ say, Burleson should be * strafed ' ; then Democracy would
stand at least an even chance of survival. Otherwlse I fear the sins of
this tyrant will be visited u])on our party for years to come,

Cordially and sincerely,
Earr B, Gapbpis,
Secrclary to Senator Iitcheock.

Mr. I'resident, wlo is Earl B. Gaddis? Earl B. Gaddis is the
Washington correspondent of the leading Democratic newspaper
in my State, owned, edited, published, and controlled by my col-
league, Senator HircHcock ; and I might add that Mr. Gaddis
draws a salary from the Treasury of the United States. He
is not permitted to go info the Senate press gallery, because,
under the rules of the Senate and the press gallery, he can not
be admitted because of his official position. But by virtue of
the favor of my colleague in his appointment of Mr., Gaddis
as his secretary, he is admitted where other newspaper men can
not be admitted—on the floor of the Senate. He sat over on
the Democratie side part of the time yesterday while I was
speaking, and he just left the Chamber a few minutles ago.

Mr. I'resident, later on, on July 31, Mr., Gaddis wrote another
letter,

Mpr. HITCHCOCK. Mr. President, I did not hear what the
Senator read from Mr. Gaddis first. What was the communica-
tion?

Mr. NORRIS,
other one,

I read o letter. I am just going to read an-

This is written on United States Senate stationery:

UNITED STATES SENATE,
Washington, D, (., July 31, 1919,

The other one was written on May 31,
My DEAR ME, WEEKES—

I suppose he is the husband of the woman to whom he wrofe
the other letter—

Have your letter of the 19th, and hasten to reply to it—

He received the letter of the 19th, and he answered on July
31. He has been hastening pretty rapidly, you will observe.

Mr. MOSES. The Senator must remember that the mail
service is interrupted nowadays, since it has been DBurleson-
ized.

Mr. NORRIS. It is either that he is mistaken or eise he
will have to charge it up to Burleson. The letter reads:

Have your letter of the 19th and hasten to reply to it,

Reference to the Ainsworth matter, which you mention as havin
been cited to you in_the Benator's letter of May 31-—the Senator coul
not obtain the appointment of a man there friendly to the Democratic
cause,

When a Republican was named he managed to hold up the appoint-
ment., ‘That was all he could do. But now, under a Republican Senate,
he will be forced to give up that and must see a shameless Hepublican
named for the place. At no time, under this new system of Burleson's,
#id :ihe Senator have the remotest chance of naming a Democratie

end.

Also with reference to the Scottsbluff matter, mentioned in Arthur
Mullen's office—

Arthur Mullen is the Democratic national committeeman of
the State of Nebraska—

in Mrs., W's presence—we did not wire for the name of a man to name
there. We merely suggested to Arthur that he get some Democrats
in the examination there who miﬁht stand strong chances of passing
the examination. We made it perfectly plain to Arthur that our only
hope lay in getting some Democrat in the race there who could stand
the examination.

I might add that the outlook mow is that a Republican topped the
list and must be named for the place. HiTcHCOCK has no more chance
of getting a Democrat in there than a snowball has in August weather
in Nebraska.

you see, with these facts in your possession, there is anything but
m“;;tcs being indulged in by the administration in naming of post-
masters, .

Senator HitcHcock has agreed with few things which this man
Burleson has done since taking office—particularly since the war came
on, And he has voiced that disagreement as miany other Democrats
have done. But not a Democrat here in Washington has the least
thing to do with naming of postmasters, All they can do is get their
friends to take examinations and pray that civil-service marks will
lead later to their elevation to the places. That is all the good Lord
could do if He were a Democrat now and here trying to get justice for
His party in the naming of His stmasters.

If Gentle, at Norfolk, is not a loyal American—

That was the man who was a Republican, and who won out
on the examination., Here is the suggestion ag to how to get
him out: d

If Gentle, at Norfolk, is not a loyal American or is an immoral citl-
zen his aF intment can be held up. But those are the only grounds
u&on which there is the slightest show of keeping him out of the
place.

I agree with what you say about the damned inconsistencies in run-
ning the Post Office Department this way. It Is a shame that we
must endure it, the Lord knows. But the game can not be beaten the
way it's played just now. Thank Heaven, there may be a way opened
up later whereby it can be beaten.

Now, listen to this:

But when that time comes it may be too close to the time the Repub-
licans will take the administration away from us, simply because they
play politics to the limit all the time.

Arthur Mullen understands the difficulties precisely. Talk the matter
over with him some time, or ifr{cm are in Omaha on July 24, when the
national chairman and his party are there, join them and hear what
they've got to say on the subject.

With kind regards and best wishes,
. (Signed) Bairn Il Gapos,
Necretary to Scnator Hitcheock.,

Mr, President, when the President and Mr. Burleson started
out on this plan, which I believe was right, to take the post
offices out .of polities, they must have expected condemmnation
from politicians of that kind. They must expeet to be con-
demned. And when they refuse to go as far as the pie-counter
statesmen would like to have them go, then they are cone
demned, of course. But Mr. Burleson is unworthy of his office
unless he has the courage and the nerve to stand up ngainst
such politicians and pie-counter statesmen,

Mr. President, there is more that I expected to bring out
and to read at this time, but because of the hour, and because
the Senator from Wisconsin desires to make some remarks on

the peace treaty, I will close for the present.
TREATY OF PEACE WITH GERMANY.

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, I desire to occupy only one
or two minutes of the time of the Senate to make a few observa-
tions upon the speech of P'resident Wilson at Salt Lake City
night before last.
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In the speech President Wilson referred in very emphatic
terms to article 10 of the treaty as being the heart of the cove-
nant. Sinece the President began his transcontinental journey
the heart of this covenant has suffered several displacements,
W;}ézn the President spoke in Indianapolis on September 4 he
said:

The heart of the covenant of the league is that the nations solemnly
mvggant not to go to wur for nine months after a controversy becomes
acute,

‘A little later the heart of the covenant was transferred to
article 11, and now we find him stating that it is in article 10.

In the speech at Salt Lake City, after making some comment
nupon the effect of reservations, concerning which I do not wish
10 take the time to discuss now, he said:

And in order to bring this matter, to pot this matter in such a shape
as will lend itself to a concrete elucidation, let me read you what I
understand is a proposed form of reservation:

NO OBLIGATION UNDER ARTICLE 10,

“ The United States assumes no obligation under the ?mvlsions of
article 10 to preserve the territorial integrity or political independence
of any other country or to interfere In controversies between other na-
tions, whether members of the league or mot, or to employ military and
naval forces of the United States nnder any article for any purpese un-
less in any particular case that Congress, which under the Constitution
‘has the sole power to declare war or authorize the employment of mili-
tary and naval forces of the United Btates, shall by act or joint resclu-
tion so declare.”

He theu goes on:

Now, my Tellow citizens [applause]. Now, wait a minute. You want
to 111§)laud that. Wait until you understand the meaning of it, and if
ron have a knife in your hands with which yon Intend to cut ont the
eart of this covenant, appland ; but if you want the convenant to have
a heart in it and want it to have n rpose in it, want it to be some-

g subscribed to by a red-bloodeJ nation, withhold your applause,
Understand this thing before yon form your sentiment with rd to
it. This is a rejection of the covenant, This is an absolute usal to
carry any part of the same responsibility that the other members of the

Iengm:- CAITY.

Mr. President, I do not kuow where the President secured this
proposed form of reservation. It certainly has not been pro-
posed to the Senate thus far. But I rise for the purpose of say-
ing that unless a reservation substantially such as that read by
ihe President is incorporated as a part of the ratification resolu-
iion, this peace treaty is not, in my judgment, going to be ratified
by the Senate.

I wish to go on and guote a little further from his speech.
Referring to article 10 he said:

This is the heart of the covenant. And what are these gentlemen
afraid of? Nothing can be done umder that artiele of the treaty with-
out the consent of the United States, I challenge them to draw any
other deduction from the provisions of the covenant itself,

: He says that “ nothing can he done without the consent of the

United States.” In his Indianapolis speech he said, speaking
of this covenant :

There is in that covenant not only not a surrender of the independent
judgment of the Government -of the United States, but an expression of
it, because that independent judgment would have to join with the
judzment of the rest.

The President of the United States must take one of the two
horns of the dilemma that he isin. If the United States remains
a free agent under the provisions of the article as it stands, the
reservation that is proposed ean not cut the heart out of the
covenant. If it is a free agent, it can do no harm. If it is not
a free agent, then the President—I do not say intentionally—
has been missiating to the country the effect of article 10.

It is true, technically speaking, that before the United States
can engage in war, under the provisions of the Constitution
Congress must give its consent; but the President of the United
States Is asking us now, in ratifying this freaty with article 10
in it in its present form, to pledge the solemn word of the
United States that whenever the oceasion arises it will engage
in war, if necessary, to preserve the territorial integrity of any
member of the league from external aggression.

The President upon another oececasion sought to convey the
impression that the United States could only act upon the advice
of the council, when the President must know that the under-
taking in article 10 to respect and preserve the territorial in-
tegrity and political independence of every member of the
league against external aggression is a promise irrespective of
any advice of the council. If we enter into the covenant in
its present form and the territorial integrity of any nation is
destroyed, the United States must, to the full extent of its last
man and its last dollar, in keeping with its promise, restore that
integrity or else be in the same position that Germany was in in
vivlating the neutrality of Belginm, and the United States would
be in the position of treating this treaty as a mere scrap of
paper.

Alr, President, the people of this country are not in favor of
the United States obligating itself to use the military and maval
forces of the United States for any purpose. They are not in

favor of our binding ourselves o preserve the territorial infeg-
rity of any other member of the league. And, Mr. President,
when we come to the final consideration of this question, if T,
as one Senator, must choose between voting for the ratifica-
tion of the treaty as it is and obligating the people of this
country to engage in war against their will and veting for the
rejection of the treaty, I shall unhesitatingly vote for the
rejection of the treaty.
EXECUTIVE SESSION,

Alr. LODGE. Mr. President, it is now after 5§ o'clock. I
understand there are some nominations to be considered, and
I move that the Senate proceed to the consideration of exccurive
business with closed doors.

The motion was agreed to, and the doors were closed. After
5 minutes spent in executive session the doors were reopened,
and (at 5 o'clock and 15 minutes p. m.) the Senate, as in legis-
lative session, adjourned until to-morrow, Friday, September 26,
1919, at 12 o'clock meridian.

CONFIRMATIONS,
Ezceutive nominations confirmed by the Senate Seplciher 23,
1919.

MeMBER OF THE FEDERAL TrAve COMMISSION.
Houston Thompson to be a member of the Federal Trade Com-
mission,
PuBrLic: LANDps SERVICE.
SURVEYOR GENERAL.
Robert J. Sommers to be surveyor general of Alaska.
RecevEr o Praric MONEYS.

William Kerr Patterson fo be receiver of public moneys ak
Guthrie, Okla.

PROVISIONAL APPOIRTMENT, BY PROMOTION, IX THE REGULAR
Anary.
COAST ARTILLERY CORPS.
To ve first liculenants,
Second Lieut. Eugene R. Guild,
Second Lieut. Thomas R. Lannon,
Second Lieut. Leslie W. Jefferson,
Second Lieut. Luther O. Leach,
Second Lieut. James D, Jones,
Second Lieut. Isaac Wynne, jr,,
Second Lient. John R.-Embich,
Second Lieut. Ernest W. Soucy,
Second Lieut, Donald B. Hilton,
Second Lieut. Ralph E. Hill,
Second Lieut. Francis L. Christian,
Second Lieut. Maitland Bottoms,
Second Lieut. William R. Epes,
Second Lieut. Charles H. Stewart,
Second Lieut. Joseph E. Simmons,
Second Lient. Hal F. Corry,
Second Lieut. Martin A, Hayes,
Second Lieut. Edward R. Holland, jr.,
Second Lieut. John W. Russey,
Second Lieut. James D. Mclntyre,
Second Lieut. Harry W. Lins,
Second Lieut. Bryan L. Milburn,
Second Lieut. Frederick H. Bachman,
Second Lieut. Bradley J. Saunders,
Second Lieut. Herbert C. Bartlett,
Second Lieut. Nyal L. Adams,
Second Lieut. Charles M. Dale,
Second Lieut. William A. Clark, jr.,
Second Lieut. William W. Dinsmore,
Second Lieut. Arthur Duffy,
Second Lieut. Ellsworth Young,
Second Lieut. John W, Fuchs,
Second Lient. Thomas R. Bartletit,
Second Lieut. James 1. D. Corey,
Second Lieut. Frank H. Pritchard,
Second Lieut. Stanley H. Franklin,
Second Lieuf, Raymond W. Symonds,
Second Lieut. Thomas S. McConnell,
Second Lieut. Detlow M. Marthinson,
Second Lieut, Jerry V. Matejka,
Second Licut. Edwin E. Aldrin,
Second Lieut. Thomas L. Cleaton,
Second Lient. Charles L. Miller,
Second Lieut, Milton Heilfron,
Second Lieut. Adam J. Bennett,
Second Lieut. Willinm Hesketh,
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Second Lieut

Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieul.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lient.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lient.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lient.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut,
Second Lieut.

Second Lieut.

Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.

Second Lieut,

Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut,

Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut,
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.

Second Lieut.

Second Lieut.

Second Lieut.

Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lient,

Second Lieut.

Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut,
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lient.
Second Lieut.

Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.

Second Lieut.

Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieuf.
Second Lieut,
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.

Second Lieut.
Secand Lieut.

Second Lieut.

Second Lieut.
Second Lient.

Second Lieut.
Secend Lieut.
Second Lient.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieutf.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.

. Harry J. Riee,
John A. O'Leary,
Joseph W, Vann,
Guy E. Cate,
Lloyd M., Hanna,
Severn P..C. Duvall,
Hiram H. Maynard,
(George W. Dunn, jr.,
James W. Walters,
Richard C. Coupland,
Willinm J. Burke,
Jeorge L Tilghman,
George W. Brent,
Daniel W. Hickey, jr.,
Thomus A. Jones, jr.,
Stapleton C. Deitrick,
Elvin L. Barr,
James E. Troupe,
Douglas 3. Morrison.
Ray 0. Edwards, and
Thomas E. Jeffords.
FIELD ARTTLLERY,
To be first licuienants.

Donald J. Cranston,
Josef It. Sheetz,
Hugh 8t. C. Clurke,
George G. Witter,
Elmer J. Gray,
Alfred P. Kelley,
Oliver F. Marston,
Clarence C. Park,
Maurice 1. Harrison,
Fred B. Lyle,

Zim L. Lawhon,
Fletcher S, Riley,
Willoughby T. Cooke, jr.,
Harding (. Woodall,
John W. MeCaslin,
John H. Keatinge,
Julian Bobbs,

James W. Andrews,
Carlton B. Rettiz,
Kirk W. Howry,
Frederic A, Metealf,
Thomas W. Wilmer,
Hudson Burr,
William R. Philp,
Edward T. Kirkendall,
Herbert W, Nauts,
Walter H, Soderholm,
John M. De Bell,
Edward C, Thayer,
Clyde B. Sturtz,
Vennard Wilson,

John B, Barnwell,
Albert Y. Long,
Robert M. Barnett,
Charles A, Staebler,
Percy C. Fleming,
Paul B. Shearer,
Samuel &, Almy,

John F. Roehm,

John T, Shea,

Chilton I&. Cabot,
Nathan D). Gordon,
Robert T. Staples,
Howell R, Hansou,
George 1. Hayman,
Howard E, Camp,
Samuel €. Gale,

Allap B. Smith,

Allie W. Aiiller,
Lloyd 8. Partridge,
Harold W. Blakeley,
George Ltter,

Willie €. White,
Charles B. Arthur, jr.,
Davis J. Clowayd,
Leon Dessez,

Henry P. Taylor,
Armin A. Uebelacker,
Frederick D. Sharp,
Yssel Y. Young,
James G. Watkins,
Paul M. Arnold,

Second Lient.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieuf.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut,
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lient.
Second Lieut.
Second Lient.
Second Lieut,
Second Lievt.
Second Lieut,
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lient.

Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieuf.
Second Lieut,
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieuf.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut,
Second Lient.
Second Lieut.

Second Lieut.

Sccond Lieut,
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieuf.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lient.
Second Lieut.
Secontl Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lient.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieuf.
Second Lieut,
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.

William S. Jacobs,
John I’. Crehan,
Samuel O. Taylor,
Donald 8. McConnaughy,
James Taylor,

Alfred G. Ford,
George W. Norrick,
Samuel White, jr.,
Lynn Helm, jr,,
Edward R. Roberts,
Ansel G. Wineman,
Stewart F. Milier,
Trvin H, Zeliff,
Benson G. Scott,
Ralph Hirsech,

David B. Kinne, jr,
Robert V. Maraist,
Nathan W. Gillette,
Edwin 8. Brewster, jr,
Melvin L. Craig,

Earl G. Wagner,
Samuel A. Palmer, and
John €. Moses.

CAVALRY ARML
To be first liculenants.

Arwed C. Baltzer,
James W. Ewing,
Wallace Van Cleave,
Richard E. Tallant,
Henry H. Cheshire,
John 8. Peters,
Herbert L. Earnest,
Verne Austin,
Willis H. Ryder,
Guy E, Dillard,
tay T. Maddocks,
Thomas A. Frazier,
Vietor R. Sladek,
Richard N. Atwell,
Thomas B. Locke,
Morris S. Daniels, jr.,
Roger W. Sawyer,
John L. Welsh,
Edwin J. Kralzenberg,
Robert D. Coye,
John 0. Lawrence,
Charles W. Glover,
John K. Gailey, jr.,
Charles R. Slhinmons,
James Van V. Shufelt,
Herbert A. Welcl,
Hobart R. Gay,
Rutherford L. Hammond,
Raymond G. Clark,
Elisha C. Walttles,
Parker G, Tenney,
Mordaunt V. Turner,
Norman E. Waldron,
Herbert J. Burke, and
Leo L. Gocker.
IKFANTIY.
To be captains.

First Lieut. Arthur . Jervey and
Pirst Lient, Jobn T, Fisher.

Second Lieut.
Second Lieut,
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut,
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.

To be first leuicnants.
Wilbur C. Herbert,
William AL Smith, jr.,
Ray E. Porter,

Frank E. Barber,
John E. Brannan,
George W, Brodie, jr.,
William J. Devine,
Charles (. Brooks,
William V. Rattan,
Rosswell E, Hardy,
Herron W. Miller,
Maurice R, Fitts,
Marvin R, Dye,
William 1. Truitt,
Lloyd Zuppann,
John K. Rice,
Hammond D. Birks,
James H, Hagan,
Lester 8. Ostrander,
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Second Lient,
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lient,
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Secomd Lieut.
Second Lieut,
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Necond Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut,
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut,
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut,
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut,
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Licut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut,
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut,
Second Lient.
Second Lieut,
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lient,
© Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut,
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.
Second Lieut.

Arthur B. Jopson,
Charles P. Cullen,
Roscoe B. Ellis,
Edward G. Perley,
Frank M. Conroy,
Charles 8. Johnson,
Hugh A. Wear,
George A. Miller,
David Loring, jr.,
Stockbridge C. Hilton,
Jay M. Fields,
George A, Horkan,
Samuel C. Thompson,
Harry W. Caygill,
Emery St. George,
James E. Jeffres,
Harry E. Storms,
Orlo H. Quinn,
Ernest R. Hoftyzer,
Lewis A. Page,

John M. Battle,
William R. Silvey,
Alexander O. Gorder,
Forrest A. Roberts,
Alonzo F. Myers,
Thomas E. Martin,
Thomas J. Guilbeau,
Milo V. Buchanan,
Kearie L. Berry. -
William E. Chickering,
Wilbur R. MeReynolds,
David D. Barrett,
Arthur D. Fay,
William B. Pitts,
Thomas H. Ramsey,
Gaillard Pinckney,
Benjamin F. O'Connor, jr.,
IFred C. Milner,
William P. Driskell, jr.,
George K. Bowden,
Francis M. Darr,
William C. Webster,
Frederick W, Wendt,
William C. Thurman,
Charles F. Cralig,
Osecar K. Wolber,
Karl E. Henion,
Thomas L. Creekmore,
George 0. Clark,
William C. Stettinius,
Russell J. Potts,
Willimm H. Craig,
John R. Schwartz,
Thaddeus C. Knight,
Ollie W. Reed,

Frank E. Boyd,
Louis W. Maddox,
Clark O. Tayntor,
Ernest E. Stansbery,
John C. Glithero,

W. Falton Magill, jr.,
Harry Curry,

Millard F. Staples,
Walter B, Fariss,
Robert J. Wagoner,
William E. Vernon,
George F. Herriek,
Joseph W. MeCall, jr.,
Clive A. Wray,
Thomas B. Steel,
Harold H. White,
Everett Busch,

Frank L. Scott,

John W, Heisse,

Max Bernstein,
Hreschel V. Johnson,
William B. Clark,
Stewart D. Hervey,
James L. Blanding,
Frank J. Pearson,

J. Gordon Hussey,
Lester T. Miller,

Leo Donovan,

Frank W. Hayes,

Second Lieut. Richard L. Holbrook,
Second Lieut. James K. Hoyxt, jr.,

Second Lieut. Julian G. Hart,
Second Lieut. John T. Sunstone,
Second Liéut. Arthur B. MeDaniel,
Second Lieut. Randall T. Kendrick,
Second Lieunt. Percy McC. Vernon,
Second Lient. Milton Whitney, jr.,
Second Lieut., Emile J. Boyer,
Second Lieut. Harry M. Bardin,
Second Lieut. Leander F. Conley,
Second Lieut. Peter J. Lloyd,
Second Lieut, Lewis B. Cox,
Second Lieut. Theodore M. Cornell,
Second Lieut. Launcelot M. Blackford,
Second Lieut. Frederick W. Deck,
Second Lieut. Fernand (. Dumont,
Second Lieut. Joseph H. Payne,
Second Lieut. Paul V. Kellogg,
Second Lient. Landon D, Wythe,
Second Lieut. Giles F. Ewing,
Second Lieut. Fred W. King,
Second Lieut. Ivy W. Crawford,
Second Lieut. Bernard M. Barcalow,
Second Lieut. Jesse B. Smith,
Second Lieut. John R. Hodge,
Second Lieut. Arthur R. Walk,
Second Lieut. Leslie E. Toole,
Second Lieut. Lewis A. List,

Second Lieut, James F. Johnson, jr.,
Second Lieuf. Francis M. Brady,
Second Lieut. Eubert H. Malone,
Second Lieut. Wayne W. Schmidt,
Second Lieut. James F. Butler,
Second Lieut. Herbert G. Peterson,
Second Lieut. Truman M. Martin,
Second Licut. Warner B. Van Aken,
Second Lieut, Richard G. Plumley,
Second Lieut. Charles R. Davis,
Second Lieut. Cecil L. Rutledge,
Second Lieut, Theodore C. Gerber,
Second Lieut. Charles J. McCarthy, jr.,
Second Lieut. James N. McClure,
Second Lieut. Garth B. Haddock,
Second Lieut. Lawrence L. W. Meinzen,
Second Lieut. George LeC. Ramsey,
Second Lieut. John J. Albright,
Second Lieut. Robert J. King,

Second Lieut. Raymond E. Vermette,
Second Lieut. Alexander Adair,
Second Lieut. Grant A. Schlieker,
Second Lieut. Burnett F. Treat,
Second Lieut. William G. Hilliard, jr.,
Second Lieut. Albert C. Cleveland,
Second Lieut. Leslie M. Skerry,
Second Lieut. Walter C. Phillips,
Second Lieut. Anthony J. Touart,
Second Lieut. Henry P. Gray,

Second Lieut. Dan H. Riner,

Second Lieut. Robert M. Browning,
Second Lieut. Arthur E. Easterbrook,
Second Lieut. Harry J. Collins,
Second Lieut, Edgar V. Maher,
Second Lieut. Henry P. Hallowell,
Second Lieut. Chester F, Price, ~
Second Lieut. Harley M. Kilgore,
Second Lieut. William R. Jutte,
Second Lieut. Plautus I. Lipsey,
Second Lieut. Henry I. Eager,
Second Lieut. Thomas H. Frost,
Second Lieut. Robert E. Archibald,
Second Lieut. Buhl Moore,

Second Lieut. Felix T. Simpson,
Second Lieut. Chauncey V. Crabb,
Second Lieut. Harry J. Rockafeller, jr.,
Second Lieut. Frank C. David,
Second Lieut. Adrian R. Brian,
Second Lieut. Burton L. Lucas,
Second Lieut. Elijah G. Arnold,
Second Lieut. Walter R. Ketcham,
Second Lieut. George S. Wear,
Second Lieut. Wilbur F. Littleton,
Second Lieut. Walter T. Scott,
Second Lieut. Ellzur K. H. Fessenden,
Second Lieut. John E. Curran,
Second Lieut., John . O’Daniel,
Second Lieut. Frederick Winant, jr.,
Second Lieut. Smith G. Fallaw,
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Second Lient. Walter H. Perkins,
Second Lieut. Joseph R. Dusk,
Second Lieut. Andrew L. Cooley,
Second Lieut. Harry F. Thompson,
Second Lieut. Leonard . Barrell,
Second Lieut. James A. McCarthy,
Second Lieut. Carl MeK, Innis,
Second Lieut. Willinmn H. Allen,
Second Lieut. Faxon H. Bishop,
Secomdd Lieut. Benjamin W, Pelton,
Second Lieut. Joseph W. MeKenna,
Second Lieut. Panl T. Porter,
Second Lieut. Thomas C. Viears,
Second Lient. Stanley J. Grogan,
Second Lieut. Robert 13. Waters,
Second Lieut, Lloyd B, Jones,
Second Lient. Stonewall Jackson,
Second Lieut, Henry (. Jordan,
Second Lieut. Robert B, Woodward,
Second Lieut. Gerald Preshaw,
Second Lieui. Harold Q. Moore,
Second Lieut. Ileuben 8. Parker, jr.
Second Lieut. Ward R, Clark,
Second Lieut. Charles D. Jeneks,
Second Lieuf. Warner B. Gates,
Second Lieut. Max A. Tuttle,
Second Lieut. Farlow Burt,
Second Lieut. Warren J. Clear,
Second Lieut. Philip H. Didricksen,
Second Lieut. Osear J. Neundorfer, jr.,
Second Lieut. Frederick A, Norton,
Second Lieut. O. D. Wells,
Second Lieut. Leonard M. Gaines,
Second Lieut. Ross B. Smith,
Second Lieut. Samuel I. Anderson,
Second Lieut, Walter B. Huff,
Second Lieut. Thomas B. Woodburn,
Second Lient. Thomas K. Johnston,
Second Lieut. James W. Payne,
Second Lieut. William B, Wilgon,
Seconid Lieut. Stanley F. Griswold,
Second Lieut. John T. Dibrell,
Second Lieut. Edmund J. Lilly,
Second Lieut. Cornelius . Ryan,
Second Lieut. Raymond W. Miller,
Second Lient., Thomas G. Hannon,
Second Lieut. John E. Hull,
Second Lieut. Charies A. Rawson,
Second Lieut. Barkley E. Lax,
Second Lieut. Earle ¥, Horton,
Second Lieut. Thomas . Bresnahan,
Second Lieut. John €. Cleave,
Second Lieut. Koger M. Still,
Second Lieut, Arthur A, Baker,
Second Lieut. Josephh N. Arthur,
Second Lieut. Gillman K. Crockett,
Second Lieut. Thomas E. Roderick,
Second Lieut. Wallace A. Mead, and
Second Lieut. James H. Howe,
PROMOTIONS IN THE REGUEAR ARMY.

FIELD ARTILLERY,

To be majors.
Capt. Francis W. Honeyeutt,
Capt. Daniel W. Hand, .
Capt. Charles 5. Blakely, and
Capt. Walter D. Smith.

To be captains.
First Lieut. John O. Hoskins,
First Lieut. Willlam Clarke,
Pirst Lient. Albert R. Ives,
First Lieut. Arthur Drigham, jr.,
_First Lieut. Willlam M. Jackson,
First Lieut. Joseph A. Sheridan,
First Lieut. Hugh O. Minton,
First Lieut. Charles W. Gallaher,
First Lieut. Laurence V. Houston,
First Lieut. Stacy EKnopf,
First Lieut. James M. Garrett, jr.,
First Lieut. Eugene H. Willenbucher,
First Lieut. Louis C. Arthur, jr.,
Tirst Lieut. John F. Hubbard,
First Lieut. Rlobert M. Bathurst,
First Lieut. Willinm H. Saunders,

First Lieut. Charles E. Hurdis,
First Lieut. Henry J. Schroeder,
First Lieut. Jaumes K. Tully,
First Lieut. John M. Devine,
First Lieut. Harold A. Nisley,
First Lient. James L. Guion,
First Lieut. George D. Wahl,
First Lieut. Basil H. Perry, and
First Lieut. Ray H. Lewis,

COAST ARTILLERY CORPS,
To ho capiain.

First Lieut. illiam R. Stewart.
CAVALRY ARM.

To lLe captains,
First Lient. John M. Jenkins, jr.,
Pirst Lieut. Beverly H. Coiner,
First Lieut. Albert D. Chipman,
First Lieut. Arthur H. Truxes,
First Lieut. Gordon J. F. Heron,
First Lieut. Carl C. Krueger,
First Lieut. Hugh M. Gregory,
First Lieut, Oron A, Palmer, and
First Lieut. Stanley Bacon.

IXFANTRY ARM.
To be colonels.
Lieut. Col. John B. Bennet,

Lieut. Col. Melville 8. Jarvis, and
Lieut. Col. Johin W. Heavey.

To be lientenant colonels.

Maj. Lorrain T. Richardson,
Maj. Charles R. Howland,
Maj, Perry L. Miles,
Maj. James A. Lynch, and
Maj. Milton L. MecGrew.
To be caplains.
First Lieut. Oliver F. Huolden,
First Lieut. William F.: MeCuteheon, jr.,
First Lieut. Beverly G:. Chew,
First Lient, Thomas 1. Lamoreux;
First Lieut. Daniel N. Muarphy,
Pirst Lieut. Adlai C. Young,
First Lieut. Alexander N. Stark, jr.,
First Lieut. Clinton I. McClure,
First Lieut. Roy €. L. Graham,
First Lieut., George R. Barker, -
First Lieut. Johm E. Gough,
First Lient. Leonard A. Smith,
First Lieut. John W, Thompson,
First Lieut. Philip Overstreet,
First Lieut. Lara P. Good,
First Lieut. Archie A. Farmer,
First Lieut. Edwin E. Elliott,
First Lieut. Charles S. Ferrin,
First Lieut. George W. Titus,
First Lieut. Robert G. Ervin,
First Lient. Edward L. McKee, jr.,
IFirst Lient. Robert W. Nix, jr.,
First Lieut, Lyman L. Parks,
First Lienf. John T. Murray,
First Lieut. Warfield M. Lewis,
First Lieut. Joseph L. Collins,
First Lieut. James O. Green, jr.,
First Lient. Harold MMeC. White,
First Lieut. Lincoln F'. Daniels,
First Lieut. Frederick A. Irving,
First Lient. Matthew B. Ridgway,
First Lient. Bichard M., Wightman,
First Lieut. Charles: W. Yuill,
Pirst Lient. Willinm W. Hagles,
First Lieut. Francis A. Markoee, and
First Lieut. John J. McEwan.
AEDICAT. CORPS.
First Lieut. Farrar B. Parker to be captaln,
POSTMASTERS.
PENNSYLVANIA
Nettie Beatty, Deatty.
Charles W. Blose, Delmont.
Anthony L. Brautegan, Monessen,

Hazel F. Bush, New Florence,
Olavence L. Kamerer, West Newton.
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